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FIRST AVENUE HOTEL, 
High Holborn, w.c. LONDON, 


Very convenient for solicitors and clients visiting 
London. Opposite Chancery-lane, and a few doors 
from ‘‘ Tube’”’ Station. A most comfortable first- 
class hotel for families and gentlemen. Quiet 
bedrooms with private bath-rooms adjoining, over- 
looking Gray’s-inn Gardens. Moderate tariff; mo 
charge for attendance. Best hotel garage in London, 
free to visitors. Telegrams: ‘‘ Firavtel, London.”’ 


GORDON HOTELS, LIMITED. 














LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 


THANET HOUSE, 231-232 STRAND, LONDON, W.C. 
(OPPOSITE THE LAW COURTS), 
REMOVED FROM No, 2% LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 
EstTaBLisHEp 1853. 

Cenitel Geet 2. ns we ee os eee, 
Debenture Stock een eee ove we «-- £308,130 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON. 
Proposal Forms and full in y Oana eee ae O° See Offices. 

- OSCAR NASH, F.LA., Actuary and Secretary. 


IMPERIAL ACCIDENT 


INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED. 
Established 1878, Capital £100,000. 
Head Offices : 17, PALL MALL EAST, LONDON, S. W. 


m5 LOWEST RATES.—Motor Car and Carriage Accidents. 
Driving Accidents. Personal Accidents. Workmen's Compensation. Burglary and 
Plate Glass Insurance. Domestic Servants’ Accidents. Horse and Cattle Insurance. 
Hunters Insured—Death or Disablement. 


CLAIMS PAID - £400,000. 
Prospectuses, Proposal Forms, and all information post free. 
AGENTS WANTED B. 8. ESSEX, Manager. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED 1836. 


10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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Current Topics. 
The Land Transfer Commission. 

THis COMMISSION continues to wend its monotonous way 
among the propositions advanced by Mr. BrickpaLe. His 
evidence has occupied four sittings, and was not concluded when 
the Commission rose last week. 


The County Courts Comnmnittee. 

WE ARE now enabled to announce the names of the members 
of this Committee, and we think it will be considered that we 
were justified in describing it as “a strong committee.” Sir 
GorELL BARNEs is the chairman, and the other members are Mr. 
Justice CHANNELL, Judge ATKINSON, Sir JouN MacDONELL, C.B., 
Sir Mackenzig CHaLmers, Mr. Bonsgy, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. 
ELvett, and Mr, BRipGEMAN, of the Treasury. Itis understood 
that the Committee has met twice, and that certain queries and 
communications have been circulated among the county court 
judges and the law societies throughout the kingdom. 

The Committee on the Court of Appeal and 
Subjects Connected Therewith. 

It 1s announced that this Committee, consisting of Lord 
MACNAGHTEN (chairman), the Lord Chief Justice, the Master of 
the Rolls, Sir GoreLt Barngs, Mr. Justice Bigham, Mr. Justice 
Warrineton, Sir Ropert Fintay, K.C., Mr. ELpon BANK&s, 
K.C., Mr. Rowzatt, Master Currry, Mr. C. A. Cowarp, and 
Mr. Witt1am Copsett, has finished its sittings, but the report 
has not yet ap It is, however, believed that it will not 
long be delayed. 


The New Taxing Master. 

Mr. Frank RicHaRD TURNER BLOXAM, solicitor, of the firm 
of Messrs. Paterson, Snow, Bloxam, & Kinder, has been 
appointed a Taxing Master of the Supreme Court, in place of Mr. 
E SHEARME, resigned. The above-mentioned firm would seem 

s legal promotion, with the Vicarage of 
Leeds as regards iastical ion. It is really curious to 
note the number of excallent and efficient officials it has provided. 
We think we are right in mentioning the following: (1) Mr. 
Ric#arD BLoXaM (deceased), Taxi aster ; Seg EpwarpD 
BLoxaM (deceased), Chief Clerk ts) Mr, J. W. Hawkins, 
Master; (4) Mr. CO. Burney, Master; (5) Mr. PREDERICK 
BioxaM (who was articled to the firm), istrar; (6) Mr. 
Frank BLoxam, Taxing Master. And we add to these the 
name of Mr. FRANK W. Nicwots, a first class Clerk in the 
Chancery Chambers, who was for upwards of ten years a 
managing clerk to the firm, ' 
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Protracted Trials. 

THE CAsE of Wiles v. Lewis, which has just come before the 
Court of Appeal, was tried before PHILLTMorg, J., and a special 
jury in the King’s Bench Division, The trial lasted thirty-three 
days, and it is said that its duration in jury trials has been 
exceeded only by the Tichborne case and by the well-known 
trial in the case of Belt v. Lawes. It will be remembered that 
the trial in the latter case was followed by the bankruptcy of 
the defendant, and it would appear from a report which we have 
just read of a case in the Bankruptcy Court that the suitors are 
not the only persons who suffer pecuniary inconvenience from 
protracted trials. The bankrupt, a stock and share dealer, was 
duly examined by the official receiver, and in the course of this 
examination attributed his failure, not merely to such ordinary 
causes as speculation in differences, ill-health, and bad debts, 
but to “loss sustained by having to attend a jury.” If trials 
like that of Wyles v. Lewis are followed by others of similar 
length, the failure of jurors may be no unusual occurrence. 
The Court of Appeal, presided over by Lord Justice VAUGHAN 
WILtiAms, will no doubt examine the case with unrelaxing 
vigilance ani care, and it is predicted by the experienced counsel 
who are addre:sing the court that the appeal will not be deter- 
mined before the close of the sittings. 


The late Sir James Mathew. 


THE DEATH of Sir James CHARLES MATHEW finally closes the 
eareer of one of the most illustrious of modern judges, whose 
practical work was ended nearly two years ago by his illness and 
retirement. For half a century he held a commanding position at 
the bar and on the bench,{a position gained and retained by sheer 
ability of every sort : consummate ability in acquiring knowledge 
of legal principles and practical technicalities, wide learning far 
beyond the bounds of English law or ordinary English education, a 
masterful will in turning all bis knowledge and Jearning to account 
in the improvement and reform of law and practice, and a 
brilliant wit which alone would have won him a great reputa- 
tion, but in his case served mainly to give point and finish to 
his more solid qualities. He was one of tke fortunate few 
whose work lives after them. The Commercial Court is 
his practical monument, if one be sought. But his spirit and 
example make a more valuable, if less materialized, memorial. 
He founded himself on a great ideal, and that ideal was Lord 
MANSFIELD ; and it was a strange and fortunate coincidence that 
the work of Lord MANSFIELD called for renewal and restoration 
just when Sir Jamzs MaTHEW was promoted to the bench. 
In this respect he was singularly happy in his opportunity, and 
he was equal to the emergency, both in ability and in par By 
For bis fame was known not only to lawyers but to commercial 
men, and not only in England but in most parts of the world, 
and he was implicitly trusted. He was like the Roman centurion. 
He said to the lawyers, Reform this court thus, and they 
reformed it ; and he said to the suitors, Come, and they came. 
And witbal be remained a light-hearted youth in his bright 
satirical bumour. On bis retirement we fully reviewed his 
career (50 Soicrtons’ JOURNAL, 202) and we find nothing to add 
or subtract. We cannot expect to find two such men in a genera- 
tion: we can only offer to his memory the highest praise of a 
Roman citizen, Bene meruit de re publica. 


Typewritten Cheques and Bills. 


THE COMPLAINTS made by the Secretary of the Institute of 
Bankers against the growing practice of filling in the body of 
en in typewriting, reminds us of passages in old legal text- 

as to the reasons why deeds should be written on paper, 
vellam or parchment, and not on wood, leather, cloth, or the 
like. It is explained in Coke upon Littleton that the writin 
on paper or parchment can least be vitiated, altered or corrupted. 
And we are assured at the present day that fraud is much 
facilitated by the use of typewritten cheques or bills, for it is a 
comparatively easy matter for a dexterous forger to alter words 
and figures in such documents so as to escape detection. A 
farther difficulty is occasioned by the growing tendency to have 
signatures impressed with rubber stamps. But it has long been 


or lithographed, and it is not likely that a bustling age, accus. 
tomed to tube railways and motor omnibuses, will give up any 
practice by which time is saved. We are told that our 
ancestors made use of seals instead of signatures for the simple 
reason that they had not been taught to write, and it may he 
asked, is it worth knowing how to write when in every depart- 
ment of business the unwillingness to put pen to paper is steadily 
increasing? Other complaints as to the varying size of cheques 
are of little interest to lawyers. It is said that the size varies 
between that of a newspaper and that of a visiting card, and 
that useless advertisements sometimes make the necessary par- 
ticulars as to the paying banker and other matters the least 
conspicuous part of the cheque. But these objections are more 
suited for the consideration of the Clearing House than for that 
of the law courts. The size of cheques can only be adjusted by 
mercantile opinion and custom. 


The Draft Judicial Committee Rules. 


A SET OF draft rules, consolidating and amending the practice 
in the Judicial Committee, have been issued. The rules are 88 
in number, and will be known as the Judicial Committee Rules, 
1908. The existing rules are dated at various periods from 1842 to 
1905, and all these will be revoked. In some respects the rules, 
without altering the practice, give more specific directions for 
the guidance of appellants. Thus rule 2 requires that a petition for 
special leave to appeal shall state succinctly and fairly all facts 
necessary for deciding whether leave should be granted, and shall 
not deal further than is so necessary with the merits of the case, 
A petitioner may appeal in formd pauperis if he is not worth more 
than £25; hitherto the limit has been £5; and similarly, as to 
respondents (rules 8, 44). Rule 12 provides for the printing of the 
record of the case in the court appealed from, and rule 17 contains 
directions intended to reduce the bulk of the record by the 
exclusion of unnecessary documents, particularly such as are 
merely formal. Where the appeal is likely to turn exclusively 
on a question of law, this may, under rule 25, be raised in the 
form of a special case, and then the print of the record will contain 
only matter relevant to such special case. Rule 52 directs the 
registrar to refuse to receive a petition containing scandalous 
matter, subject, however, to appeal to the Judicial Committee. 
Hitherto, it seems, the registrar has had no such power. Rule 
54 prescribes fixed times for putting petitions into the paper 
after they have been lodged ; these are, in the absence of special cir- 
cumstances of urgency, three days in the case of unopposed, and ten 
days in thecase of opposed petitions. The rule represents the actual 
practice, but it has never been formally prescribed. Similarly rule 
57 states and sanctions the existing practice as to withdrawin 
petitions. Rule 60 denies hearing to a party who has not lodg 
his case, but this is not to prevent a respondent who is merely a 
stake-hoider or trustee, with no other interest in the appeal, from 
addressing the Committee on the question of costs. On the 
hearing a petition only one counsel, and on the hearing of the 
appeal not more than two counsel, are to be heard on a side 
(rules 59,72). This is the existing practice ; and, as under that 

ractice, rule 76 limits the taxation of costs in England to ccsts 
incurred in England. Schedule C contains a list of the fees to 
be allowed to agents, and of the Council Office fees. The rules 
will be very useful in facilitating knowledge of the practice of 
the Judicial Committee, and the draft bas been prepared so as 
to shew clearly by observations on each rule how far it affirms 
or alters the existing practice. 


Implied Obligations in Leases. 


We piscuss elsewhere the decision in Butterley Co, v. New 
Hucknall Colliery Co., dealing with the principles laid down in 
Butterknowle Colliery v. Bishop Auckland Co-operative Co, An it- 
stance of the application of these principles to a lease havin 
nothing to do with mining has occurred, since the Butterknow 
case, in the Privy Council, says a correspondent, and deserves the 
attention of the English practitioner, if only because the judgment 
was delivered by the present Lord Chancellor (who presided in the 
House of Lords at the hearing of the Butterknowle case, and whose 





settled that a deed is not the lees a deed because it -is printed 
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judgment in the latter case is quoted at some length by, FLaercuEs 
ouLton, L.J,, in Butterley Co, v. New Hucknall Colliery), Lyttelton 
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Times Co. v. Warners (1907, A. C. 476) was an appeal from New | 
Zealand. The appellants were lessors, and the respondents were 
lessees who had rented part of the appellants’ building. The 
* so rented was to be used as bedrooms in the respondents’ 

otel, the business of printing being carried on by the appellants 
in the rest of the building. The arrangement been made 
in the belief that the noise of the printing machinery would not 
interfere with the comfort of the occupants of the bedrooms. This 
belief turned out to be mistaken, and the respondents sought 
(and obtained from the New Zealand court) an injunction 
restraining the appellants from using their printing machinery 
between certain hours. On appeal, the Judicial Committee 
reversed the New Zealand court, and ordered the action to 
be dismissed with costs. The Lord Chancellor said, in the 
course of the judgment delivered by him: “. . . both parties 
agreed upon a building scheme with the intention that 
the building should be used for bedrooms and also for a printing 
house. ... Both parties believed these two uses could co-exist 
without clashing, and that was why both of them accepted the 
scheme. . That the plaintiffs would have reasonably quiet 
bedrooms . . . was only one half of the common intention. The 
other half was that the defendants should keep on printing. One 
cannot bisect the intention and enforce one half of it when the 
effect of so doing would be to frustrate the other half.” Appa- 
rently a lease could only be construed without the slightest 
reference to any intention or circumstance by which an obliga- 
tion is implied, if it were stated in express terms that no pro- 
vision of any kind was to be implied. This seems to have been 
done in only one reported case, and that, oddly enough, was a 
New Zealand case, on appeal to the Privy Council: see Eccles v. 
Mills (1898, A. C. 360). 


Legatees and Statute-barred Debts. 


It Is, as is well known, the principle of the Statutes of Limi- 
tation which deal with personal actions that the remedy only is 
barred, the debt itself remaining unextinguished, therein differ- 
ing from the Real Property Limitation Acts, under which, when 
the statutory period has expired, the title is gone. And this 
distinction has important practical differences, for a ereditor 
who has been disabled by the lapse of time from bringing an 
action to recover his debt can avail himself of any means for 
securing payment which do not involve the actual commence- 
ment of proceedings by him. Where, for instance, he has a lien 
upon property of the debtor he can avail himself of this to satisfy 
the debt. Upon the same principle, where an executor has in 
hand a legacy or share of residue due to a legatee, and 
the legatee is indebted to the estate, he can retain the amount 
out of the debt, and is only bound to pay the balance over to the 
legatee ; or, as it has sometimes been put, he can treat the 
legatee as having already the amount of the debt in hand, so 
that the balance is all that is due to him: Courtenay v. Williams 
(3 Hare 539, 553); Re Akerman (1891, 3 Ch., p. 219). In the 
recent case of Re Bruce (1908, 1 Ch. 850) Nevixe, J., extended 
the principle to the case where a legatee, who was entitled to a 
share of the residuary estate of a testator, was also executor and 
sole residuary legatee of a debtor to the testator's estate ; and, 
putting aside technicalities, there seems no reason why payment 
should not be thus obtained, The legatee was in effect the 
person bound to pay the debt, and he was the person to receive 
the share of residue, and the principle of Courtenay v. Williams 
seems toapply. But the Court of Appeal (Weekly Notes, 1908, 
I 209) have declined to put aside. technicalities in this way. 

he legatee was not himself a debtor to the testator's estate, 
and he was not to be treated as if he had in hand the amount of 
debt owing by the actual debtor. Accordingly, he was not 
oo ray to bring that sum into account against his share of 
residue, 


Loss of Goods in Transit. 


A CORRESPONDENT in one of the medical periodicals draws 
attention to a case which often arises in the ease of medical 
practitioners who have to order articles or drugs which they 
require from a distance. The practitioner, having received a 
sample of a medical preparation from a firm of manufacturing 


druggists, writes a letter ordering a small y of the article 
in question. It is never received by him, though the druggists 
write informing him that it has been duly dispatched by post. 
Upon his refusal to pay for goods which he has never received, 
he is sued in the county court and judgment is given against 
him on the ground that, as between himself and the vendors, he 
is liable, whatever may be his right to recover damages from the 
carrier. This decision appears to us to be in accordance with 
the Sale of Goods Aet, 1893, s. 18 (2); the seller in pursuance 
of the contract having delivered the goods to a carrier or other 
bailee or custodian (whether named by the buyer or not) for the 
purpose of transmission to the buyer. When goods are ordered 
to be sent to some more or less distant place it is assumed 
by the purchaser that they will be forwarded by post, 
or by the most convenient railway, or by a firm of carriers. 
If the mode of carriage is specified by the purchaser, 
the carrier becomes his agent to receive the goods from the 
vendor. The fact that no mode of carriage is specified, or that 
the vendor undertakes to bear the cost of the carriage, does 
not prevent the transfer of the property. The correspondent 
suggests that the purchaser, when ing for the di of 
to him, should stipulate that they are “at vendor’s risk.” 
t is, however, very doubtful whether the vendor would submit 
to such a stipulation in the case of ordinary transactions. The 
whole matter is fully discussed in the last edition of Bullen & 
Leake’s Precedents of Pleading in a note as to the parties to an 
action against a carrier for the loss of goods. It is there stated 
that, in the case of goods which are forwarded by the vendor to 
the purchaser through a carrier, it is sometimes a matter of 
nicety to determine whether the action should be brought in the 
name of the consignor or in that of the consignee. The case 
to which we have referred appears, however, to be free from 
difficulty. 


Illegal Wearing of Military Uniforms. 


THe Unirorms Act, 1894, which prohibits the wearing 
without authority of military uniforms, subject to a proviso 
in favour of theatrical performances, by section 3 imposes a 
penalty on any person, not serving in her Majesty’s naval or 
military forces, who wears, without her Majesty’s permission, the 
uniforms of any of these forces or any dress having the appear- 
ance “of bearing any of the regimental or other distinctive 
marks of any such uniform in such manner or under such circum- 
stances as to be likely to bring contempt upon that uniform.” 
We do not know whether there has been any decision upon 
the proper meaning of this section, which was enacted with the 
object of preventing the use of naval and military uniforms by 
sandwichmen and other employees of advertising agencies ; but 
a curious case has just arisen in France, which is subject to a 
similar law. A respectable husbandman of Arracon (Meurthe 
et Moselle), yielding to the persuasions of a publisher of 
illustrated postcards, put on the uniform of a gendarme and 
allowed himself to be ph in this costume near 
one of the posts marking the frontier. He was immediately 
summoned 2 the police authorities before the correctional 
court for illegal wearing of the uniform, but after the case had 
been duly heard, was acquitted. The court were of opinion 
that the charge could only be maintained where the defendant 
had put on the uniform with the intention of availing himself 
of the privileges attached to it, and proof that the defendant 


had put on the dress for the pur of an artistic did 
not constitute an infraction of the law. An English court would 


have had to consider whether the proceeding was likely to. bring 
contempt upon the uniform, but would have had no difficulty 
in giving a similar decision. 

Personation by Woman of Male Biector. 


A cURIOUS case with regard to the law of elections is reported 
from Scotland. A solicitor at i near w, who 
acted as returning officer at the election, has re to the 
authorities that a woman as & man attempted to 
impersonate her dead husband in order to secure a ballot paper 
to vote at the poll. The Public Prosecutor is reported to be 


i 





inquiries with a view of instituting a prosecution.. The 


i 
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of what would happen at a Parliamentary election if it appeared 
that women whose names gave no indication of their sex had been 
by inadvertence placed on the register of voters, and had after- 
wards, dressed as men, succeeded in voting at the election, has 
often been discussed. If in any such election the majority was 
&@ narrow one, it might be in the highest degree necessary that 
such votes should be challenged, but this apparently could only 
be done under a scrutiny, The fact that this proceeding, with 
all its delay and expense, would be required may be used by 
some persons as an argument against vote by ballot. 


The Judges of the King’s Bench Division. 


Rumours OF the resignation of one or more of the senior judges 
of the King’s Bench Division have appeared in some of the weekly 
rs, but we have no reason to believe that these rumours 
are well founded. There are, at all events, no such valid reasons 
for resignation as appear to have existed in the early part of the 
last century, and it is interesting to compare any criticism of 
the judges of 1908 with what was written by the Reverend 
SYDNEY SMITH in 1826 in his essay on “ Counsel for Prisoners ” : 
“The great majority of judges we have no doubt are upright and 
pure, but some have been selected for flexible politics, some are 
patsionate, some are in a hurry, some are violent churchmen, 
some resemble ancient females, some have the gout, some are 
eighty years old, some are blind and deaf and have lost their 
power of smelling.”” This statement, written in the reign of 
GECRGE THE FourRTH, is obviously an exaggeration, but it would 
be quite impossible to apply it to the judges of the present day. 


The Bar of Manitoba. 


THE BAR of Manitoba, an important province of Canada, have, 
it is said, been much excited by hearing of what is described in 
the newspapers as “a regrettable incident,” namely, a violent 
assault upon the Attorney-General by a prominent young lawyer 
of Winnipeg. The assault is stated to have taken place in a 
public street crowded with promenaders. The young lawyer 
met the Attorney-General in the public street and 
forcibly prevented him from getting away, demanding 
a public apology for the language which the Attorney- 
General had used with regard to him when he was endeavouring 
to procure the release of persons charged with political offences. 
The Attorney-General refused to apologize, and was then 
assaulted and driven across the street by the young lawyer, who 
was subsequently arrested under a warrant charging him with 
the assault, but was released on bail. Party feeling appears to 
be strong in Manitoba, but Englishmen will entirely accept the 
proposition of the Globe of Toronto, that “any repetition of such 
an incident can only Icad to the degradation of public life. The 
Attorney-General cannot exercise any control over the bench, 
and any complaint of the manner in which he has exercised the 
duties of bis office should be dealt with by tke courts.” 


The Selection of Solicitors’ Clerks. 


WE HAVE just read of the trial and conviction at the Leeds 
Assizes of a consummate scoundrel who appeared to have been 
guilty of numerous bigamies and larcenies. We only refer to 
the case for the purpose of drawing attention to the comparative 
ese with which, at different stages of his criminal career, he 
obtained employment as a solicitor’s clerk. The competition for 
such employment is understood to be severe, and the selection 
of such a person as the prisoner would be remarkable were it 
not for his probable ability, and forged references. The 
ordinary precautions in the case of written references can hardly 
however, have been taken. ‘ 








Subsidence by Mining. 


Tue decision of the Court of Appeal in Butterley Co. (Limited 
v. New Hucknall Colliery Co. (Limited) (reported sauna sete 
ing the judgment of Nevitte, J. (24 T. L. R. 752), is of great 
importance with regard to the right of a lessee of minerals to 
work them so as to let down the superincumbent earth 
whether this is surface land or a higher seam of minerals, and 
it is interesting because a new way of looking at the actual facts 








of mining operations has been allowed to overrule what most 
lawyers would probably have regarded as a perfectly correct 
application of the law to the documents before the court. At 
present the result stops at the acknowledgment of the right of 
the lessee of the lower seam to work it so as to let down the 
upper seam, paying compensation; whether the same right 
would be acknowledged as regards the letting down of the 
surface remains, it would seem, for future litigation, 

The general principle that the owner of the surface or of an 
upper seam of minerals is entitled to support from the under- 
lying earth is well established, and though, upon a severance of the 
upper and lower strata, he can abandon this right of support, it 
is for the owner or lessee of the lower stratum to shew that 
this has been done. Where the landowner grants the surface, 
reserving for himself the minerals and the right to work them, 
it of course follows that he cannot let down the surface, unless 
he has clearly reserved the right to do so, and the mere 
insertion of a provision for payment of compensation for 
surface damage will not give him the right. It was so held 
in one of the early cases on the subject: Harris. v. Ryding 
(5 M. & W. 60); see Smart v. Morton (5 E. & B. 30). To let 
down the surface in the absence of clear power to do so would 
be to derogate from his own grant. But the principle of the 
surface owner’s right to support is the same in whatever manner 
the separation of title to the surface and the minerals has arisen ; 
whether, for example, it is by virtue of an inclosure award (Love 
v. Bell, 9 App. Cas. 286), or by a grant of the minerals without 
the surface (Dizun v. White, & App. Cas. 833). Lrimd facie the 
surface owner is entitled to support, and whether he has lost this 
right depends upon the construction of the documents under 
which the severance of title took place. This was put clearly by 
Lord BLACKBURN in Davis v. Treharne (6 App. Cas., p. 461). 
In common right the person who owns the surface has a right to 
have it properly supported below by the minerals, and, if there 
are mineral workings under the surface, to have a proper support 
left for it by pillars. The question for the court is whether 
upon the deeds that right has been taken away. 

And it has been settled that the right of support is not taken 
away by the existence in the owner or lessee of the minerals 
of power to carry on underground workings, een though 
accompanied by a compensation clause. The mere fact of giving 
a right to sink pits and to work or get coal does not of itself 
establish a right to get rid of that which is the common law 
right of the surface owner to have his surface undisturbed : per 
Lord Hatsgury C., in New Sharleston Collieries Co. v. Eurl of 
Westmorland (82 L. T. 725), And in the same case it was held 
that a compensation clause, though wide enough to cover damage 
by subsidence, did not necessarily imply a right to let down the 
surface. “A covenant,” said Lord Davey, “to pay compensa- 
tion for doing a thing which you are prohibited from doing is 
in no way contrary to or inconsistent with the continuance of 
the obligation not to do it.” It had previously been established 
by Davis v. Treharne (supra) that the presence of a compensa- 
tion clause had not this effect. 

The law upon this subject was recently again before the 
House of Lords in Butterknowle Colliery Co. v. Bishop Auckland 
Industrial Co-operative Society (1906, A. C. 305), and Lord Mac- 
NAGHTEN stated the result of the four cases last referred 
to in the following terms—“In all cases where there has been a 
severance in title and the upper and lower strata are in different 
hands, the surface owner is entitled of common right to support 
for his property in its natural position and in its natural 
condition without interference or disturbance by or in 
consequence of mining operations, unless such interference or 
disturbance is authorized by the ingtrument of severance 
either in express terms or by necessary implication.” In that 
case minerals were reserved to the rw of the manor upon the 
allotment of waste Jands under an Inclosure Act, and the Act 
authorized the lords to work the mines “as fully and freely as 
he or they might or could have had or enjoyed the same in case 
this Act had not been made, and that without making or pay- 
ing any satisfaction for so doing.” There was a clause in the 
Act providing that damage to an allottee’s land due to the exercise 
of the lords’ powers should be paid for by an assessment upon the 
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occupiers of other allotments. But it was held that neither the 
grant of full powers of working, nor the provision for com- 
nsation, raised any necessary implication that the lords were 
entitled to let down the surface. Comment was made by Lord 
LOREBURN, C., on the curious nature of the compensation clause, 
and he considered that it could not be applied so as to make 
occupiers, who might have a merely temporary interest, pay for 
the permanent damage due to the letting down of the surface. 
The general result of the numerous cases on the subject has 
been to make it extremely difficult for the owner or lessee of the 
minerals to obtain by implication a right to let down the 
surface, and it has become a commonplace in drafting mineral 
leases that if the lessee is to have the right to work so as to 
let down the surface, this must be expressly conferred upon him. 
Hence it appeared to be a perfectly natural application of the 
established doctrine when NEVILLE, J., in Butterley Co. v. New 
Hucknall Colliery Co. (supra) declined to imply in favour of the 
lessees of a lower seam of coal a right to work so as to let down 
an upper seam. Both the seams were held under leases from the 
same lessors. The lease of the upper seam was prior in date, and 
upon granting it the lessors reserved the right to work the lower 
seam on indemnifying the upper lessees—the Butterley Co.— 
against “physical damage.” The subsequent lessees of the 
lower seam—the New Hucknall Colliery Co.—claimed that 
under this reservation they were entitled to work the lower 
seam so as to let down the upper seam, paying indemnity against 
the damage thereby caused. NEVILLE, J., held that such right 
was not reserved by necessary implication, and he granted an 
injunction. This decision the Court of Appeal have reversed. 
Upon the construction of the deeds, taken by themselves, it can 
hardly be questioned that the result at which NEVILLE, J., 
arrived was in accordance with the authorities. These appear 
to be as applicable to the relaticns between the lessees of upper 
and lower seams as to the relations between surface owner and 
mineral owner. If the Butterknowle Colliery case is put on one 
s'de on account of the very peculiar nature of the compensation 
clause, yet it seems impossible after Davis v. Treharne (supra) 
and New Sharleston Collieries Co. v, Earl of Westmorland (supra) 
to read the provision for indemnity as necessarily implying a right 
to letdown the upper seam. But the Court of Appeal have gone 
outside the language of the lease. They have relied on the prin- 
ciple that a deed is to be interpreted in accordance with the 
extrinsic circumstances, and they have held that, when these 
are taken into consideration, the implication of right to let down 
the upper seam on payment of compensation ought to be made. 
The relevant circumstance was thus stated by Moutton, L.J. :— 
The present case “differs from preceding cases in that for the 
first time the court is by proper evidence made cognizant of a 
fact which has been known for many years to those conversant 
with coal mining—namely, that, except in the case of shallow 
seams, the working of the coal in a seam is inevitably followed by 
a corresponding sinking of the whole of the superjacent strata 
and, consequently, of the surface”; and he further described 
the nature of this sinking. The letting down of the upper 
seam being thus a necessary result of the working of the 
lower seam, it followed, in the opinion of the court, that the 
right to work the lower seam involved the right to let down the 
surface. It appears to have been found as a fact that the 
subsidence could not be avoided by the ordinary device of leaving 
pillars in the lower seam. It was a case, therefore, of lettin 
down the upper seam, or leaving the lower seam unworked. 
The court held that the latter alternative was not intended by 
the parties to the deed, and that the right to let down the upper 
seam was, under the circumstances, involved in the right to 
work the lower seam. 
_ Mining cases have a way of going to the House of Lords, and 
it may be expected that this will be no exception. There is no 


doubt that a deed, like any other document, is to be 
construed with reference to the external circumstances at the date 
when it was made, and if the grant of the right to work minerals 
is ineffective unless a right to let down superincumbent strata is 
implied, it may well be that the implication should be made. 
But the actual result seems to amount to a reversal of the recent 
authorities, for—although the court did not profess to go so 





far—the same consideration would entitle the mineral owner to 
let down the surface ; and one would imagine that it must have 
occurred to judges in previous cases that the refusal of the right 
to let down the surface might mean the stopping of the mines. 
Probably the facts are not substantially different from those in 
the previous cases, and it is undoubtedly singular that the fresh 
presentation of them to the court, though perhaps in clearer 
manner, should result in the upsetting of the established doctrine, 
We are not at all sure that the case would survive an appeal to 
the House of Lords. 








Security for Costs. 


Tue recent decision of the Court of Appeal in White v. Butt 
(ante, p. 12) seems to make it very difficult for defendants 
desirous of obtaining security for costs from insolvent trustee 
plaintiffs to know what is their real position. 

In the recent case of Greener v. E. Kahn & Co. (Limited) (1906, 
2 K. B. 374) it was held that a trustee of a deed of assignment for 
the benefit of the assignor’s creditors must, if shewn to be insol- 
vent, give security for costs, apparently upon the general ground 
that the plaintiff was a mere trustee for another person without any 
personal interest in the subject-matter of the claim, and did not 
come within any of the three recognized exceptions to the rule ; that 
is to say, he was not (1)a trustee in bankruptcy, (2) a liquidator, 
or (3) an executor. Thus Lord CoLLins (then CoLiins, M.R.) 
says, at p. 377: “I think it is clear that the plaintiff does not 
come within any exception to the general rule that, if an insolvent 
sues as nominal plaintiff for the benefit of someone else, he must 
give security” ; and Cozens-Harpy, M.R. (then L.J.), quotes 
from the judgment of BowEn, L.J.,in Cowell v. Taylor (31 Ch. D. 
34) the following passage : “To entitle a defendant to security he 
must shew, not only that the plaintiff was insolvent, but also that 
he is suing as a nominal plaintiff, in the sense of ano‘her person being 
beneficially interested in the result of the action. In tbat case the court 
would stay proceedings until security is given "—and, after stating 
the three exceptions above referred to, adds: ‘For my part Iam 
not prepared to extend the exceptions further than I am bound to 
go.” He then goes on to deal with the suggestion that the 
plaintiff had in fact an interest in the subject-matter of the 
action because of his right to indemnity against costs, as 
to which he remarks: “Where a trustee or agent is taking 
proceedings in the trust or agency in which he is acting he has a —_ 
to indemnify himself against the costs of those proceedings, but 
that does not give him a beneficial interest in the subject-matter 
so as to make the case other than that of a nominal plaintiff suing 
Sor the benefit of someone else.” Making all due allowance for the 
particular circumstances of the case in which those judgments were 
delivered, they would appear nevertheless to give a tolerably clear 
idea of the general rule which the learned judges were applying. 

In the case of White v. Butt (supra), the plaintiffs, both of whonr 
were proved insolvents, had, shortly before the institution of 
their action, been appointed new trustees of a deed of separation, 
and were suing for alleged arrears of payments due to, or for 
the benefit of, the wife under the deed. The court refused the 
defendant’s application, apparently on the .grounds (1) that the 
cestui que trust Tom was never in a position to sue, and (2) that 
they were not “nominal” (which Buckiry, L.J., treated as 
equivalent to “dummy ”) plaintiffs within the meaning of the 
above rule. No doubt it would be a dangerous precedent in any 
way to extend the cases in which security for costs can be 
claimed, in view of the principle upon which the courts have 
always proceeded, that poverty is not to be a bar to a litigant. 
But, with the greatest respect to the learned judges who took 
part in the decision in White v. Butt, it is difficult to understand 
how the expression “ nominal plaintiff,” as used in stating the 
rule by Bown, L.J., and by Lord CoLins and the present 
MasTER of the RoLLs, can be limited to the case of a “dummy ” 
plaintiff—that is to say, a plaintiff pat up to sue in place 
of the real plaintiff in order to escape liability for costs; the 
three recognized exceptions to the rule are none of them 
“dummy” plaintiffs, and the rule could be safely enunciated 
without exceptions at all if it applied only to “ dummy ” plaintiffs. 





It is also respectfully submitted that the language of three 
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judges above referred to will not justify this limited construc- 


tion of the expression “nominal plaintiffs.” 


No doubt, as regards the special facts of the two cases, there is 
a difference between a trustee of a deed for the benefit of creditors 
and a trustee of a deed of separation. But the decision in White 
v. Butt does not appear to have turned upon any special peculiarity 
in the position of a trustee of the last mentioned kind, since 
Bucky, L.J., placed such a trustee in the same category 
with the trustees of a marriage settlement and the trustees of a 
debenture trust deed. We cannot help thinking that the dis- 
tinction between the trustees of a debenture trust deed and a 
trustee of a creditors’ deed (as the plaintiff in Greener v. E. Kahn 
& Co. was) is a somewhat fine one for the purposes of the rule ; 
and BuckLey, L.J., in his judgment did not correlate his dict 
or decision with the judgments or decision in Greener v. Kahn d“ 
Co. further than by saying that the latter case did not apply. 








Reviews. 


Sir Edward Clarke’s Speeches. 
[To be published on the 17th inst.] 


SELEcTED SprecuEs. WitH INtRopucToryY Notes. By Sir Epwarp 
CuarkKE, K.C. Wirn a Portrait. Smith, Elder & Co. 


Sir Edward Clarke is an eminent legal figure—his recent appoint- 
ment asa Privy Councillor sets the seal to that—who by strange 
chances has missed the eminence which comes from judicial promo- 
tion. This is not the place either to commend or lament the inde- 
pendence of judgment which placed him outside the pale of one 
party, but failed to bring him inside the pale of the other. Politics 
apart, however, there can be no question as to the interest and 
incisiveness of the speeches which are now collected. With a few ex- 
ceptions all have been published before. They commence in order of 

ment, though not of date, with Sir Edward Clarke’s last 
annual address to his constituents at Plymouth in January, 1899, and 
they close with his speech in proposing the health of Mr. Asquith at 
the dinner given to the lawyer-Premier by the bar last July. 
Between these the volume covers a wide range of subjects. It is 
interesting to note that the Plymouth speech contains detailed 
criticism of old age pensions, which now, for good or ill, have become 
an accomplished fact. In 1899 Sir Edward Clarke thought that a 
five-shilling pension would only raise an agitation to increase it, and 
he deprecated interfering with thrift. But thrift, unfortunately, 
nourished on scanty wages, has not solved the pauper question, and 
the world cannot wait. The future development of the matter 
will depend on the next few budgets. The end of the 
same speech shewed Sir Edward Clarke at his best—in his 
réle of peace advocate, the fitting réle for a lawyer. Jnter 
arma leges silent. After referring to the folly of popular agitation 
against Other countries, he said: “We must study to work for peace 
ourselves—must say | to work for peace by doing all we can to keep 
calm and quiet in the presence of what seem at the moment to be 
difficulties, and to remember what a great heritage it is with which 
we are dealing. We need have no anxiety. The future is with us.” 
Nine months later, in September, 1899, the consistent application of 
this speech led to the one on the Transvaal dispute which ended with 
the words, “So shall we show to the world the policy and pattern 
of a Christian State, so shall we give the world the blessiags of peace, 
and give, too, to the dear country of our birth the greatest of all 
honour it can have ”—and which severed the speaker’s connection 
with his constituency. 

Other speeches take the reader back to earlier phases of con- 
troversies still current—Tariff Reform, the Liquor Traffic, and Dises- 
tablishment. The forensic speeches in the volume include the Defence 
of Adelaide Bartlett and the—from a legal point of view—more 
important speech in the case of Allcard v. Skinner, on gifts made 
under undue influence. The concluding speech—that on Mr. Asquith 
—is quite short, only three es, but to lawyers it is interesting for 
its description of the ced ¢ aracter of the present Government, 
ineluding, as the speaker said, four King’s Counsel and two solicitors, 
and—“to complete the list of those who have practical experience in 
the adminstration of the law,” that other Minister “ whom in the days 
of his hot youth Webster and I prosecuted at the Old Bailey.” “ It 
is,” continued Sir Edward Clarke, “a delightful spectacle. It marks, 
indeed, an advance of democracy—democracy always chooses its 
leaders from among the lawyers—but it is a safe advance, 
A well-trained lawyer may sometimes call himself a Radical, but he 
is never a revolutionist. The intellectual conscience, which always 
sup the moral sense, and sometimes has to be a substitute for it, 
will not allow revolutionary movements, and the country is safe.” 


We ought to be grateful to Sir Edward Clarke for his dictum; we 
can all be either intellectual, and therefore moral, or if we prefer 
simply moral ; and we can properly leave him there. 





Books of the Week. 


Mr. Serjeant Stephen’s New Commentaries on the Laws of 
England (partly founded on “ Blackstone”). By His Honour Judge 
STEPHEN. Fifteenth Edition. Under the General Editorship of 
Epwarp Jenks, Esq., M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. Thoroughly 
Revised and Modernised and Brought Down to the Present Time. 
In Four Volumes. Butterworth & Co. 


The Law of Master and Servant: being a Treatise on the Law 
relating to Contracts of Service, Apprenticeship and Employment. 


DONELL, M.A., LL.D., C.B., one of the Masters of the Supreme Court 
of Judicature. Second Edition. By Epwarn A. MircHE.t Ings, 
M.A. (Oxon.), K.C. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The Law of Banking. By Sir Joun R. Pacer, Bart., K.C,, 
Gilbart Lecturer on Banking. Second Edition. Butterworth & Co, 


Conveyancing : an Introduction to the Art of Preparing Deeds 
By Epwarp A. Copg. Sir Isaac Pitman & Sons (Limited), 


Banking and Currency. By Ernest Syxes, B.A. (Oxon.), formerly 
of the London and County Bank. With an Introduction by F. E. 
STEELE, Fellow of the Institute of Bankers. Second Edition. Butter- 
worth & Co. 


The King’s Revenue : being a Handbook to the Taxes and the 
Public Revenue. By W. M, J. Wittrams. P.S. King & Son. 


The Legal Diary and Almanac, 1909, containing a Diary for 
Every Day in the Year, Table of Inheritance, Particulars as to 
Advertisements under the Law of Property Amendment and 
Trustees’ Relief Act, Stamp Duties, Papers on the Preparation of 
Estate Duty and Legacy and Succession Accounts, Registry of 
Deeds in Middlesex and York, Bills of Sale, Limited Liability 
Companies, Articled Clerks, Land Transfer Act, Patents, Trade 
Marks, Passports, Enrolment of Deeds, &.; Regulations 
as to the Appointment of Commissioners for Oaths, Forms 
of Oaths and Jurat, Conveyancing Costs, General Order as to Solici- 
tors’ Fees under Solicitors’ Remunération Act and Tables of Fees ; 
Costs of Probate, an Index to the Public General Statutes, 
Digest of the Public General Acts of the last Session, 
Banking, Insurance and Parliamentary Directories,; a List 
of Law Reports with their Abbreviations and Dates; Com- 
plete Lists of London and Provincial Barristers| and London and 
Country Solicitors, with Appointments, Agents’ Addresses, &c. ; Full 
Lists of Practitioners in Scotland and Ireland ; Special complete 
Lists of Recorders, County Court Registrars, King’s Counsel, 
Revising Barristers, Clerks of the Peace, Town Clerks, District 
Registrars, Probate Registrars, Official Receivers in Bankruptcy, 
Justices’ Clerks (Borough and Divisions), Clerks to Urban District 
Councils, Clerks to Rural District Councils, Commissioners for Oaths 
for the Colonies and Foreign Parts and Practitioners Abroad ; Tables 
of Compound Interest, Expectation and Life, Values of Annuities, 
Purchasing Leases, &c. aterlow Bros. & Layton (Limited). 


The Law Magazine and Review, a Quarterly Review of Jurispru- 
dence : being the Combined Law Magazine founded in 1828 and the 
Law Review founded in 1844. Vol. XXXIV.: November, 1908. 
Jordan & Sons (Limited.) 








Correspondence. 


The Companies Consolidation Biull. 
[V'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—We shall be glad if, in the next issue of the Soricrrors’ 
JOURNAL, you will say what progress has been made with the 
Companies Consolidation Bill mentioned in your issue of the 18th 
of April last. Lincarp & Gaunt. 
John Dalton-street, Manchester, Nov. 9. 


[The Bill was sent by the House of Lords to the Commons on the 
31st of July. No progress seems to have been‘made with it in the 
latter House.—Ep. S../.] 





** Scrutator” on Solicitors’. Accounts. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.} 
Sir,—I read the letter in your last issue signed “Solicitor” with 
some interest. I myself wrote to the Z'imes on “ Scrutator’s” letter 


on the 24th of October last, but I have not seen or heard anything of 
| my letter. JI, however, kept a copy, and I enclose it, and if you like to 
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make use of it by publishing it in your columnsI shall be very 
pleased for you to do so. JoHN INDERMAUR. 
92, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., Nov. 10. 
[We should like to publish Mr. Indermaur’s admirable rejoinder’ 
but considerations of space and also of journalistic etiquette prevent 
us from doing so.—Ep. S.J. 





Allowances to Solicitors as Witnesses. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—The letter of “ Town Clerk” hasat last made me come to the 
conclusion that solicitors are being sat upon. When will the Law 
Society really look after our interests ? 

Compare the salaries paid to young solicitors with those paid to 
young medical men. The British Medical Association looks after its 
members in all ways and insists on a minimum salary for its 
members. 

As regards the time of counsel as witnesses, I know full well that 
the average counsel has more time on his hands than the average 
solicitor, still he has to be more highly paid for the loss of his 


time. 

What with the legal poaching of architects, surveyors, and 
accountants, and the way they are pushed forward at every turn, 
they will soon be head and shoulders above us in professional 
standing. 

We have now again to pay the heavy tax to be allowed to earn our 
daily bread, while other professions, including the bar, go free. 
Either let the tax be abolished or put it on all professions. 

I feel very strong on the matter, and must ask my brothers in the 
profession to pull themselves together while there is yet time and to 
insist on proper treatment at the hands of the authorities as well as 
the preservation of our rights. 8. 8. C. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


BUTTERLEY CO. (LIM.) ». NEW HUCKNALL COLLIERY CO. (LIM.). 
No. 2. 6th Nov. 


Suprpornt—Lease—ConstRucTION—COLLIERY—LEASE OF Upper Seam— 
RESERVATION OF RicHr tO Work Lower SramM—NECESSARY 
IMPLICATION. 








If at the date of a lease of an upper seam of coal it is common | 


knowledge that it 1s impossible to work a lower seam without letting 
down the upper seam, and the lease contains an express reservation to 
the lessor of the right to work lower seams, there is a necessary implica- 
tion that the known and authorised results of the working of the lower 
seams cannot be complained of by the lessees of the upper seam except 
8o far as they may be entitled to compensation from their lessors under 
covenants in their leases. 

Butterknowle Colliery Co. v. Bishop Auckland, &c., Co. (1906, A. C. 
3505) distinguished. 
_ This was an appeal from a decision of Neville, J., which raised an 
important question as to how far the working of lower seams of coal 
in a colliery can be carried on to the damage by subsidence of an upper 
seam. The plaintiffs were owners and lessees of the Top Hard seam 
of coal in an area comprising some 8,000 acres of land in the county of 
Nottingham, and held the greater part of such seam under leases 
created by the Duke of Portland and the Ecclesiastical Commissioners 
for England, and were working the seam from two collieries known as 
the Portland Colliery and the Kirkby Colliery. The defendants were 
lessees of the Deep Soft seam underlying the same area under leases 
granted by the same lessors, but the leases of the plaintiffs were prior 
in date to the leases of the defendants. The Deep Soft seam was about 
170 yards below the Top Hard seam, and was the uppermost workable 
seam underlying the Top Hard seam. The plaintiffs alleged that it 
was of the utmost importance to them to maintain a solid unworked 
barrier of coal between their said two collieries in order that the water 
which would accumulate in the Portland Colliery when the coal there 
had been worked out might not find its way into and drown the Kirkby 
Colliery, and with that object they had set out and maintained a 
barrier in the Top Hard seam of 40 yards in width between their 
two collieries; that the plaintiffs’ leases did not reserve powers to the 
lessors to withdraw support from the Top Hard seam; and that they 
were entitled to have the Top Hard seam supported by the seam in 
lease to the defendants; that the defendants were working the Deep 
Soft seam in such a way as to cause the Top Hard seam to subside; 
and that the damage caused by such subsidence was serious, and in 
particular had weakened and injured the said barrier of coal in many 
Place ; and they claimed an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
urther working the Deep Soft seam in such a manner as to cause the 
Top Hard seam or the plaintiffs’ works and buildings connected there- 
with to crack or subside, and from otherwise injuring the same. The 
defendants alleged that the barrier of coal maintained by the plaintiffs 


was not in accordance with but in breach of the covenants in the 
plaintiffs’ leases; they denied that the plaintiffs were entitled to the 
support they claimed, and alleged that on the true construction of the 





plaintiffs’ leases they (the defendants) were entitled to withdraw sup- 
port from the Top Hard seam ; and in particular they alleged that under 
the reservations in the plaintiffs’ leases they were entitled, as against the 
plaintiffs, to work and carry away all the ras ped seam apres, 
the Top Hard seam upon in emnifying the plainti m cguanet She ear i 
damage thereby occasioned, and that they had gd the plaintifis for 
all such physical damage, and that the plaintiffs by accepting such pay- 
ments over a period of years had acquiesced in the defendants so 
working their seam as to withdraw support from the plaintiffs’ seam, 
and that under the circumstances the plaintiffs were estopped from 
claiming an injunction. It appeared from the evidence that the 
defendants were working their seam in a reasonable manner, and -that 
the necessary result of their working was to cause subsidence in the 
plaintiffs’ seam. The main question for consideration in the Court 
below was whether upon the construction of the leases to the plaintiffs 
it could be said that the lessors had expressly or by necessary implica- 
tion reserved the right to remove the underlying support of the mine 
which had been demised to the plaintiffs. Neville, J., considering him- 
self bound by the principle laid down in Butterknowle Colliery Co. v. 
Bishop Auckland, &c., Co. (1906, A. C. 305), held, upon the con- 
struction of the documents, that the right of removing support from 
the property demised to the plaintiffs. was not reserved to the lessors, 
either expressly or by necessary implication, and consequently that the 
defendants in doing what they had done had been guilty of trespassi 
upon the property of the plaintiffs, and therefore that the plaintiffs 
were oats ed to be protected by an injunction. The defendants 
appealed. 

HE Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Frercner Movtron and 
Farwetu, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—This appeal raises the important question 
whether the defendants are entitled to work a lower seam of coal, the 
working of which will necessarily occasion d by subsidence to the 
plaintiffs, who are lessees of an upper seam. Now, it has been laid 
down again and again in the House of Lords, and nowhere more clearly 
than in the Butterknowle case, that there is a presumption in con- 
struing a document by which mines are severed from the surface, that 
a right to let down the surface by mining operations must be presumed 
not to exist unless there are clauses in the instrument which expressly, 
or by necessary implication or intendment, are inconsistent with the 
presumption of support. Evidence is admissible to explain the circum- 
stances under which an instrument was executed, including facts known 
to both parties. The meaning of words varies according to the circum- 
stances. There is another presumption which must not be overlooked 
and which is expressed in the well-known maxim, “‘ Quando aliquid 
conceditur, conceditur etiam et id sine quo res ipsa non esse potuit.”” 
This is only another way of asserting the proposition, which I believe 
to be good lowe and good sense, that an instrument ought not to be con- 
strued in such a way as to render it, to the knowledge of both parties, 
wholly inoperative. The maxim “Ut res magis valeat’’ may be 
legitimately applied in construing the instrument. I cannot accept the 
argument that the duty of the court is to construe the instrument 
without reference to any evidence, and I find nothing in any of the 
cases in the House of Lords to support the argument. In every case 
which has been brought to our notice by counsel it was either (1) proved, 
or (2) admitted, or (3) assumed that the subjacent mines could be 
worked in such a way as not to — subsidence of the surface, and 
in that state of facts it was held that the first presumption to which I 
have referred must prevail, and that provisions framed in very wide 
language ought to be so construed as to apply only to such mining 
operations as would not cause. subsidence. In no case has the pre- 
sumption been so applied as to render the lease or grant or reservation 
of the subjacent mines an idle form. The injunction granted has been 
to restrain the defendants from working the mines so as to let down 
the surface—a form which presupposes the gee J of working the 
mines without letting down the surface. The plaintiffs are lessees 
under five leases beginning in 1887 for different terms of years of the» 
Top Hard seam of coal, which is 180 yards below the surface. There 
is another seam known as the Deep Soft seam, which is 170 yards 
below the Top Hard seam. The upper seam has been considerably 
worked, but the lower seam, of which the defendants are lessees, has 
not been so extensively worked, although the defendants are now 
actively engaged in a it. The evidence is and uncoptradicted 
that at the times when the leases to the plaintiffs were granted it was 
common knowledge to all persons conversant with mining that it would 
be impossible to work the lower seam at all without causing damage 
by subsidence to the upper seam. [His lordship read certain extracts 
from the evidence and continued :] The learned judge was not only 
justified in finding but bound to find that a to the knowledge 
of the present day (by which, I take it, he intende 
of the leases) the extraction of the mines under 
does, as a matter of practical business, n iy 
sidence. The case has been argued before us on that 7 
Neville, J., contrary to his own view, and in deference to the supposed 
rulings of the House of Lords in the Butterknowle case (supra), granted 
an injunction, the effect of which must be that the lower seam cannot 
be worked during the continuance of the leases of the upper seam. 
Now, in every one of the leases granted to the plaintiffs are to. be 
found }vovisions which shew that the ee of the lower seam during 
the a of th — and. 
many © leases obligations , to 
or sot to obstruct the mining operations which, ex Aypothesi, it was 
known must produce subsidence. I do not think it necessary to direct 
attention to the precise terms of the various leases. . 
judgment on the broad principle that there is a necessary implication 
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that the known and inevitable results of the contemplated and 
authorised working of the lower seam cannot be complained of by the 
plaintiffs except so far as they may be entitled to compensation from 
their lessors under covenants in their leases. I assume, in favour of the 
plaintiffs, that the principles which apply as between a surface owner 
and the owner of a mineral seam apply also between the owner of an 
upper seam and the owner of a lower seam, but I may observe that the 
damage by subsidence is far less in the latter case. The result is that, 
in my opinion, this appeal must be allowed with costs and the action 
be dismissed with costs. 

FietcHer Movtton and Farwett, L.JJ., also delivered judgments to 
the same effect.—Counset, Sir R. Finlay, K.C., Astbury, KC. and 
H. T. Waddy; C. A. Russell, K.C., and MacSwinney. Soxicrrors, 
Thicknesse & Hull; J. T. Garrett, for Watson, Esam, & Barber, 
Sheffield. 


[Reported by J. I. Srreirnc, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re HADLEY. No. 2. 4th Nov. 


Estate Dury—Incipence—GENERAL Power or APPOINTMENT BY WILL— 
ee en Acr, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 30), 
8. ; 

When a testator, in the exercise of a general testamentary power, 
appoints personal property, the estate duty payable in respect of the 
appointed property is not payable out of that property, but out of the 
general personal estate of the testator. 

Re Moore (1901, 1 Ch. 691), Re Dixon (1902, 1 Ch. 248), Re Fearn- 
sides (1903, 1 Ch. 250), and Re Orlebar (1908, 1 Ch. 136) approved. 

Re Treasure (1900, 2 Ch. 648), Re Maddock (1901, 2 Ch. 372), Re 
Power (1901, 2 Ch. 659), and Re Dodson (1907, 1 Ch. 284), overruled. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Parker, J. Miss Alice Hadley, 
who died on the 14th of July, 1906, had under the will of her late 
father a general power of appointment by will over a fund of £20,000; 
and by her will, after appointing certain persons to be her executors 
and trustees, and reciting the general power above referred to, she 
appointed the £20,000 on trusts in favour of the defendant F. C. T. 
Hadley as to £8,000, and in favour of the defendants Elsa C. Pearson 
and Ora F. Pearson as to £6,000 each. The testatrix then gave all her 
real and personal property to her trustees upon trust to sell the same, 
and gave the ultimate residue to certain persons and their children. 
The point argued on this appeal was whether the estate duty on the 
£20,000 fund was to be borne by that fund or by the residue. 
Parker, J., following the cases of Re Treasure (1900, 2 Ch. 648), Re 
Maddock (1901, 2 Ch. 372), Re Power (1901, 2 Ch. 659), and Re Dodson 
(1907, 1 Ch. 284), in preference to the cases of Re Moore (1901, 1 Ch. 
601), Re Dizon (1902, 1 Ch. 248), Re Fearnsides (1903, 1 Ch. 250), and 
Re Orlebar (1908, 1 Ch. 136), came to the conclusion that the estate 
duty payable in respect of the appointed fund was payable out of the 
fund itself, and not out of residue. The defendants appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Fiercuer Movtron and 
Farweit, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—This appeal raises a question upon which there 
has been a most remarkable difference of judicial opinion—namely, 
whether personal property appointed in exercise of a general power is 
property passing to the executor, as such, within the meaning of 
section 9, subsection 1, of the Finance Act, 1894. With great respect 
for the four learned judges, of whom Parker, J., is one, who have 
taken the opposite view, I agree with the three learned judges who 
answer this question in the affirmative. I do not think any assistance 
can be gained by referring to old authorities dealing with the incidence 
of probate duty; nor do f think that the language used in the Finance 
Act ought to be construed with technical narrowness. It is in my 
view sufficient to say that the executor is the person, and the only 
person, who can sue for and give a receipt for the Find when appointed ; 
and that he does so receive and so sue for it as executor by virtue of 
the probate—see Re Hozkin’s Trusts (6 Ch. D. 281), Beyfus v. Lawley 
(1905, App. Cas 411). The earlier section of the Act, and par- 
ticularly section 8, sub-section 3, seems to me to strengthen this view. 
The words ‘as such’’ contemplate rather a case in which a person 
named as executor may take property in another character—for 
instance, as heir at law. The section rests upon the well-known dis- 
tinction between the person and the office ; and I see no reason to doubt 
that any property, which the executor would have to account for as 
assets, can properly be said to pass to the executor as such. The 
origin of the rule that property appointed under a general power is 
assets for the payment of the testator’s debts is well stated in Lord 
Townshend v. Windham (2 Ves. sen., p. 11). Lord Hardwicke bases 
it pon the view that the court stops the fund in transitu, and says 
that it shall be considered as part of his estate for the benefit of 
creditors. We have had, however, the advantage of a very learned 
and able argument from Mr. Tomlin with a view of showing that an 
appointed fund of this nature does not vest in the executor as such, 
because it must be regarded as equitable and not as legal assets. The 
foundation of this argument is that in case of intestacy the fund would not 
have been assets, and that it was only by virtue of express appointment 
in the will that it became assets at all. I protest against the importa- 
tion into the Finance Act of the distinction between legal assets and 
equitable assets. But, waiving that protest, I think the argument fails, 
I asked for some authority in support of the proposition that the 
appointed fund must be regarded as equitable assets, but no authority 
was cited. On principle I can see no Soustiatton for it. The question 
whether assets are legal or equitable does not in any way depend upon 
whether they have to be recovered in a Court of Law or in a Court of 
Pauity—Cook v. Gregson (3 Drewry, 547). There are, however, state- 





ments by two very learned writers which bear out the view which I 
had independently arrived at. [His lordship referred to Chance on 
Powers, vol. 2, p. 148, and Williams on Assets, p. 13, and continued ;] 
1 am aware that Lozd Lindley in Commissioners of Stamp Duties v, 
Stephen (1904, A. C., at p. 140) calls the appointed fund equitable 
assets of the testator which his executor can claim for distribution in 
the proper order; but I do not think he was there drawing any dis- 
tinction between legal assets and equitable assets, and certainly the 
authorities to which he refers, as establishing the rule, do not proceed 
upon any such distinction. The result is that, in my opinion, the 
appointed fund became legal assets which vested in the executor, as 
such, within the meaning of section 9, subsection 1, of the Finance Act, 
I desire to add that what I have said has no reference to real estate, 
which by virtue of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, a statute subsequent 
to the Finance Act, vests in the executor. The appeal must be allowed, 
and there must be a declaration that the estate duty payable in respect 
of the genes fund is not a first charge on the appointed fund, but 
is payable by the executors out of the testator’s personal estate. The 
costs of both parties of this appeal must be paid by the executors. 

FietcHeR Movtton and Farwetu, L.JJ., also delivered judgments 
allowing the appeal.—Counsgx, Crossman ; Tomlin ; Luxmoore ; Sheldon. 
Soricrrors, Hadley & Dain; Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co. for Porter, 
Amphlett, & Jones; Conway; Burton, Yeates, & Hart, for Johnson & 
Co., Birmingham. 

[Reported by J. I. Srreiine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


FARQUHAR v. NEWBURY RURAL DISTRICT COUNCIL. No. 2. 
29th Oct. 
HigHwAyY—DEDICATION—LAND IN SETTLEMENT—PossIBILITY OF DepiIca- 
TION—TENANCY FOR Lire wiTH REMAINDER IN FeE—PRESUMPTION— 

ACQUIESCENCE. 


When land is limited to a tenant for life with a remainderman in fee, 
both of whom are sui juris, it is possible for the tenant for life and 
remainderman together to dedicate a road over the land to the public. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Warrington, J. The action 
was brought to obtain a declaration that a roadway across the Shaw 
Estate, near Newbury, was not a public highway. There had been an 
old track across the estate running in a different direction from the 
roadway now in dispute, and this had been used by the inhabitants of 
Shaw and Donnington as a churchway. There was no other roadway 
across the park before 1753, and from that date till 1895 the Shaw 
Estate was in settlement, and dedication was, therefore, the plaintiff 
contended, impossible. In 1836 a Dr. Penrose was tenant for life 
under the settlement, and H. R. Eyre was tenant in tail in remainder. 
In that year H. R. Eyre disentailed and limited the estate subject to 
Dr. Penrose’s life interest to himself in fee, and in 1843 he resettled it 
on his marriage. From 1836 to 1843 H. R. Eyre managed the property. 
In 1842 he laid out the road now in dispute across the park from the 
church to Love-lane, and subsequently acquiesced in the use of it by the 
public. It was not proved that Dr. Penrose had any knowledge of 
this user. Warrington, J., dismissed the action on the ground that 
between 1836 and 1849 the remainderman had really the possession and 
control of the estate, and he set out the new road and acquiesced in 
the user of it by the public. Hence, dedication had been possible 
between 1836 and 1849, and the evidence of user was such that the 
court was bound to hold that the public had established their right. 
The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Fietcuer Movtton and 
Farwett, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that the plaintiff claimed that a certain 
road which had been in existence as a road actually constructed more 
than sixty years, and which ran through the park in which her house 
was situate, was not a public highway as claimed by the inhabitants. 
The court had been told that it was a point of law that there could be 
no dedication if the land over which the right was claimed was vested 
in a tenant for life and a remainderman in Te. He (the Master of the 
Rolls) entirely dissented from that proposition. Warrington, J., treated 
it as a matter of course. He said : ‘‘ The tenant for life and the tenant in 
fee together could undoubtedly have dedicated this land to the public.” 
So far as he (the Master of the Rolls) was concerned, he assented to that 
proposition absolutely and without qualification. The tenant for life 
of land could not dedicate it without the remainderman, and a 
remainderman, not in possession, could not do it without the concurrence 
of the tenant for life, but, seeing that this road was laid out by the 
remainderman more than sixty years ago and partly paid for by him with 
his own money, the court ought to presume that this was done with the 
concurrence of the tenant for life. Warrington, J., had put it in 
another way, that the remainderman represented the tenant for life 
for all purposes, and on that ground also his lordship felt no doubt that 
the tenant for life and the remainderman together were competent to 
dedicate the road. Then it was said that dedication as a highwer 
ought not to be presumed because the original road was only a church- 
way, that only the same rights were given ove? the substituted way as 
existed over the churchway. In the first place, the law did not allow 
a man to dedicate a road with only such rights as the public would 
have over a churchway. Then it was suggested that the whole trans- 
action was bad, that only the old churc | remained, and that the 
ee had no gute over this road at all. His lordship preferred to 


ook at the matter as Warrington, J., had done, and say that more 


than sixty years ago persons who were competent to dedicate it laid 
out this road, that the road had ever since that period been used by who- 
soever desired to use it on foot, on horseback, in carriages, and with carts 
and wagons, without any interruption worthy of mention, and that this 
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road had been, at least to some extent, repaired by the parish. In 
that state of things his lordship declined to consider what was said 
to be in the minds of persons when the long user showed that it was 
dedicated not as a church path, but as a highway. For these reasons 
he thought that the judgment of the learned judge was perfectly right 
and that the appeal must be dismissed. 


FiercHer Movtron and Farwett, L.JJ., also delivered judgments to 
the same effect.—Counsen, Rowden, K.C., Radcliffe, K.C., and 
Whinney; Cripps, K.C., Macmorran, K.C., and George Henderson. 
Soricitors, Radcliffe, Cator & Hood; Rawle, Johnstone & Co., for 
8. V. Pinniger, Newbury. 


[Reported by J. I. Srretine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re FIELDWICK. JOHNSON v. ADAMSON. No. 2. 28th Oct. 


MarriepD WomaN—WILL—EXERCISE OF GENERAL Power oF APPOINT- 
MENT—SEPARATE EstaTe—‘‘ Desrs OR OTHER LIABILITIES ”’—MARRIED 
Women’s Property Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 75), s. 1 (3) (4); s. 4. 


Property appointed by a married woman by her will, before 1893, 
under a general power of appointment is not thereby made liable on 
her death for her ‘‘ debts and other liabilities’? if at the time when 
she contracted them she had no separate estate. 


By a marriage settlement of the 2nd of June, 1890, the testatrix, on 
her marriage with Mr. Adamson, assigned a reversionary interest to 
trustees upon trust, after the fund had n received by them, upon her 
request to raise thereout a sum not exceeding £7, and pay the 
same to her for her separate use, but so that she should not have 
power to alienate or charge her interest in the £7,000 during coverture, 
and, subject to certain trusts, in trust for such persons and purposes 
as the testatrix, whether covert or sole, should by will or codicil appoint, 
but so that she should not have power to alienate or charge her 
expectant interest during coverture. By an indenture of the 29th of 
January, 1891, in consideration of £10, advanced to Mr. Adamson, 
he covenanted to repay the same with interest, and the testatrix 
covenanted that when the reversionary interest fell in she would 
immediately request the trustees to raise and pay to her £4,000, and 
that she, her executors or administrators, would pay it over to the 
mortgagee or so much thereof as would be required to satisfy the 
amount then due. Mr. Adamson died, and on her second marriage 
with Mr. Fieldwick the testatrix executed a new settlement, sieoeiie 
she assigned her reversionary interest to trustees upon trusts, under 
which she had a general power of appointment by will. The rever- 
sionary interest fell into possession in 1901. The testatrix by her will 
exercised her power of appointment and died in 1907. Only about 
£1,200 out of the £10,000 had been repaid, and the payment was now 
claimed of the £4,000 under the covenant in the deed of the 29th of 
January, 1891. It was admitted that owing to the restraint on aliena- 
tion contained in that deed the covenant was inoperative as a charge. 
The question was whether it constituted a contract for breach of which 
an action for damages would lie against the estate of the testatrix, 
including the reversionary interest, which by virtue of the exercise of 
the power of appointment had become “‘ liable for her debts and other 
liabilities ’’ under section 4 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. 
Parker, J., held that he was bound by the decision in Re Ann (1894, 
1 Ch. 549) to hold that the claim must succeed, even though in January, 
1891, the testatrix might have had no separate estate in respect of 
which she might have contracted. He also held that there was 
sufficent evidence to shew that at that time she had separate property. 
The appointees appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FietcHer Movtton and 
Farwett, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that the appeal raised two points. On 
the first point Parker, J., had followed the decision of Kekewich, J., 
in Re Ann (1894, 1 Ch. 549). The second point was of no general 
importance and depended on the evidence given in the particular case. 
The decision in Re Ann was a decision on the meaning and effect of 
section 4 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. [His lordship 


‘vead section 4 and sub-sections 2 and 3 of section 1 of the Married 


Women’s Property Act, 1882, and continued :] It had been held that a 
condition precedent to the liability of a married woman in respect of 
after acquired separate property was that it must be shown that at 
the date of the contract she had. separate property in respect of which 
the contract was entered into, and unless that was proved there was 
no right to judgment against the married woman even if she came into 
a large property afterwards. That was no longer the law because of 
the Married Women’s Property Act, 1893, but the court was dealin 
with the law as it stood before the passing of that Act. By section 
of the Act of 1882 the appointed property was made liable only in the 
same manner as the separate estate was made liable under the Act. 
With great respect to Kekewich, J., he was unable to follow his judg- 
ment, in which he in effect held that property appointed by will under 
a general power was liable when separate estate could not be liable. 
On that ground the decision could not be supported and Re Ann must 
be overruled. On the second point his lordship thought that there 
was not sufficient evidence to show that the testatrix had any separate 
property in January, 1891. 

Fiercurr Movitron and Farwett, L.JJ., delivered judgments to 
the same effect.—Counset, Levett, K.C., and Cozens-Hardy; Upjohn, 
K.C., and Frank Wright; Christopher James. Sonrcrrors, Budd, 
Johnson, & Jecks; Allen, Edwards, & Oldfield. 


[Reported by J. I. Srreirne, Barrister-at-Law.) 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


In the Matter of THE UNITED PROVIDENT ASSURANCE CO. (LIM.), 
AND In the Matter of THE POPULAR LIFE ASSURANCE CO. 


(LIM.), AND In the Matter of THE LIFE ASSURANCE ACTS, 1870- 
1872. Warrington, J. 7th Oct. 


Lire Assurance Company—Depostr—AMALGAMATION—REPAYMENT OF 
Deposir—Lire Assurance Companies Act, 1870 (33 & #4 Vict. 
c. 61), s. 3. 


A deposit made by an insurance company in conformity with the 
Life Assurance Companies Act, 1870, s. 3, may be paid out to their 
assignees after dissolution of the depositing company, in the absence of 
any claim against that company, notwithstanding there has been no 
accumulation as in that section provided. 


This was a petition asking that the fund in court representing the 
deposit of £20,000 paid by the Popular Assurance Co. under the pro- 
visions of the Life Assurance Companies Act, 1870, should be paid 
out to the United Provident Assurance Co., their assignees. On the 
24th of October, 1906, an agreement was entered into between the two 
companies in question; which took the form of a sale by the Popular 
Life Assurance Co. of its assets to the United Provident Assurance 
Co., provision being made for the winding up of the former company 
and for the discharge of its debts by the latter company. On the 
2nd of February, 1907, there followed a supplementary agreement, to 
the effect that the United Provident Co. should grant to each 
policyholder in the other company the right of insurance on the same 
terms with provision as to profit sharing, &c., and that the Popular 
Assurance Co. should authorise them to use their name in applications. 
On the 1st of December, 1906, a special resolution for winding up the 
Popular Co. was passed; on the 12th of March, 1907, the two agree- 
ments were sanctioned, and on the 7th of November, 1907, the petition 
for winding up was presented. An order was made by Parker, J., to 
carry over the fund in question. In October, 1908, the Popular 
Assurance Co. was dissolved. A circular was sent to each policy- 
holder in the Popular Assurance Co. on carrying into effect the amal- 
gamation, to the effect that the United Provident Co. would undertake 
all liabilities, &c., for the policy, followed by a notice that all future 
premiums should be paid to the last-mentioned company. Written in 
red ink were the words, ‘‘ Please attach this to your policy.” The 
usual advertisement for claims was made, but did not result in the 
making of any such claims. The only claim outstanding was one 
made against the United Provident Insurance Co. 


Wararinecton, J., said the question was what was the proper way to 
deal with the fund in question. It could not be asserted that the mere 
payment of premiums to the United Provident being in its nature an 
ambiguous act could operate as a release of the Popular. But here, as 
a matter of fact, no claims had been made against the Popular, and 
on the existence of a claim against the United Provident no objection 
could be maintained. The negotiations between the two companies 
having — the dissolution of = — a ce, “Thvowah 
now no original contracting party with the icyholders. 
the fact of no claim havin, y Bom ve the auiee is as if the policy- 
holders had released the Popular Assurance Co. The statutory pro- 
vision as to the return of a deposit to the company is “‘ the Accountant- 
General shall return such deposit to the company so soon as its life 
assurance fund accumulated out of the premiums shall have amounted 
to forty thousand pounds."’ This provision had never come into 
operation, as the accumulation there contemplated had never beep 
made. The other company had, indeed, made such an accumulation, _ 
but that fact had nothing to do with the matter. On Dine of 
law similar to that regulating resulting trusts, the United Provident 
Assurance Co., as assignees, were now entitled to say that the pur- 
poses for which the deposit of the fund in question had been made 
had come to an end, and that they were entitled to have the same 
paid out to them. Two cases of a somewhatssimilar character were 
Re Widnes Railway Co. (L. R. 15 Eq. 108) and Re Wool Industries 
Employers’ Insurance Association (Limited) (1899, W. N., p. 259). His 
lordship went on to say that it was said that he could not adopt that 
view, and, in support of the contention, his attention was directed to 
Ex parte Scottish Economic Insurance Co. (45 Ch. D. 220). That case 
was distinguishable. The facts of that case were that the deposit 
under the Act was duly made, but the required accumulation was 
never made. The Economic sold its business to the Me nlitan 
Life Assurance Co. under an agreement for amalgamation. The Metro- 
politan Co. had made the required accumulation. The Economic was 
not dissolved, and the petition for payment was presented by loth 
companies. What Kay, J., in effect said in that case was: “ Here 
the purposes of the company have not come to an end, because the 
company is not itself at an end." He then went on to say that pos- 
sibly the applying companies might be entitled to payment out if the 
Metropolitan Co, made a further accumulation of x The court 
in that case exercised its discretion. His lordship did not see that 
he had any such discretion under the present circumstances. —Counsat, 
Cave, KC. and Rowland Rowlands; Seargant. Sorrcrroans, Teyd- 
George, Roberts & Co.; The Solicitor ta the Board of Trade. 


{Reported by W. 8. Scort, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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Re TRUST AND AGENCY CO. OF AUSTRALASIA (LIM.), Eve, J. | facts the barrister was bound, as a matter of law, to hold that the 


10th Nov. 


Company—MEMORANDUM or ASSOCIATION—ALTERATION OF THE OBJECTS 
or ComPpANY—EXTENSION oF ARnEA—IMPOSING A CONDITION TO CHANGE 
Name or Company—Companies (MemMorANDUM oF AssoctaATION) Act, 
1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 62), s. 1, sus-secrion 5 (c). 


The court has jurisdiction to confirm an alteration in the memorandum 
of association of a company registered under the Joint Stock Com- 
panies Acts. 

In confirming an alteration to enlarge the area of operations the 
court will not impose a condition to change the name of the company if 
the company is not a trading company and incurs no risk by the 
alteration. 


This was a petition praying the court to confirm a special resolution 
altering the memorandum of association of the company as regards the 
objects of the company. The company was incorporated in 1860 under 
the Joint Stock Companies Acts, 1856 and 1857. The main object 
of the company, as set forth in the memorandum, was to advance money 
on mort; of real estate in Australasia, and to transact a general 
agency and commission business between Australasia and England. 

ver since its incorporation the company had carried on business in 
Australia and New Zealand with great success. The directors had 
now come to the conclusion that the operations of the company might 
with advantage be extended to Argentina, and a special resolution 
was passed altering the memorandum of association so as to enable 
the company to carry on business in Argentina as well as in Aus- 
tralasia. The petition was presented by the company, asking that 
this resolution might be confirmed. The case of Re Luphrates and 
Tigris Steam Navigation Co. (1904, 1 Ch. 360) was referred to as show- 
ing that the Companies (Memorandum of Association) Act, 1890, 
applied to a company registered under the Joint Stock Companies Acts, 
and it was contended that as the company was not a trading company, 
the. court ought not to impose a condition on the company to alter 
its name, though it was admitted that there was no reported case like 
the present one in which the condition had not been imposed. 

Eve, J., said that the proposed alteration in the present case was 
within the Act of 1890, and the court would confirm the special reso- 
lution making the alteration. The only question, therefore, was 
whether, in confirming the resolution, the court ought to impose on 
the company a condition to alter its name so as to give notice to the 
world at large that the alteration had been made. If the company 
were a trading company and were incurring risks by the alteration 
the court would be bound to impose the condition. But having re- 
gard to the peculiar nature of the business of the company, which was to 
advance money on mortgage, the court need not insist on the condi- 
tion. A large portion of the moneys of the company were 
invested in countries where registration of title was necessary, 
and, therefore, any change in the name of the company would lead to 
great expense, and under the circumstances his lordship thought he need 
not put the company to that expense.—Counset, P. O. Lawrence, 
K.C., and H. E. Wright. Soticrrors, Valpy, Peckham, & 
Chaplin. 

[Reported by 8. E. Wiitrsms, Barrister-at-Law.] 


. a 9 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
KENT rv. FITTALL (No. 3). Div. Court. 3rd Nov. 

Execrion Law—Par.iaMENTARY RecisTRaTION—Prima Factz Grounp 
or Ossecrion—Evipence as TO THE Great Majority or Cases— 
PARLIAMENTARY AND Mouwicrpan Recistration Act, 1878 (41 & 42 
Vict. c. 26), s. 28 (10). 

Where objection was taken at a revising barrister’s court to the names 
of persons being retained on the occupiers’ list and the objector gave 
evidence as to each person, which he submitted was prim4 facie proof 
of the ground of his objection that the persons were not occupiers, and 
the revising barrister then heard evidence from which he found that 
in the cases where houses of this description were occupied by others 


in addition to the landlord, the conditions ‘‘in the great majority of 
caseaz”” were such as shewed that the voters in such houses were 





occupiers, and he therefore retained the names of the persons objected’ 


to on the register. 

The Court ordered the barrister to complete his revision on the 
ground that he had not considered the circumstances of each particular 
case, but had considered a class of cases within which the voter might 
or might not fall. 

Case stated by the Revising Barrister for Devonport: At the 
Barristers’ Court an objector objected to the names of a number of 
sag ag being retained on Division 1 of the respective occupiers’ lists 
or the said borough, on the ground in each case ‘‘ that you have not 

as owner or tenant the premises named in the said list for 
twelve months immediately preceding the 15th of July in this year.” 
The objector proved as to each of the said persons (1) that the dwelling- 
house in respect of which he claimed to placed on the list formed 
part of a house which was itself a house of the description known as 
an ordinary dwelling-house; (2) that the landlord or landlady to whom 
such person paid rent also resided in the house; and (3) that the land- 
lord or landlady was rated and paid the rates for the whole house as a 


separate tenement. 





‘ 
' 





The objector submitted that on proof of these three / 





objector had given primé facie proof of his ground of objection within 
the meaning of section 28 (10) of the Parliamentary and Municipal 
Registration Act, 1878. The barrister then examined on oath the 
assistant overseer and the registration clerk for the borough, and found 
as facts that in the cases where houses of this description were occupied 
by others in addition to the landlord, the conditions of letting in the 
great majority of cases, due to the scarcity and consequent high rentals 
of separate houses suitable for the working classes, are, and were, 
during the qualifying period, as follows: The person (hereinafter 
called the occupant) taking the part aforesaid (hereinafter called: the 
dwelling) occupies one or more unfurnished rooms, to which he has at 
all hours free access both from the street by means of a latchkey where 
the door is locked, and also from the interior of the house, and the 
landlord reserves to himself no right to fasten the door so as to prevent 
such free access; he has the sole and exclusive occupation of the said 
~ veer, no services whatever are rendered to him by the landlord in 
the said dwelling; the landlord has not by agreement, nor does he 
claim the right to nor in fact does he enter the said dwelling at any 
time or exercise any act of control over it, and the landlord’s residence 
in the said house is under identically the same conditions as that of 
the occupant or occupants. The objector did not establish or seek to 
establish any facts contrary to the facts so found by the barrister. 
The barrister held (1) that he was not bound as a matter of law on 
proof of the three facts by the objector as set out above to hold 
that the objector had given primd facie proof to his satisfaction of the 
ground of objection taken, and (2) that it had not been shewn on all 
the facts as set out above to his satisfaction that the objector had 
given primd facie proof of his ground of objection. He therefore 
retained the names of the said persons on the said lists. The question 
raised was whether the barrister’s decision was wrong in point of law. 

Lord Atverstonge, C.J., in delivering judgment, said that it had 
been established by a long series of cases that the barrister might act 
on evidence which was not strictly speaking legal evidence. He 
thought also that the barrister was entitled to ask questions of witnesses 
who came before him to establish or refute the objection raised. But 
the question here was as to whether the barrister had not, as the result 
of certain answers made to his questions, acted on evidence which he 
ought not to have taken into his consideration at all. If the harrister 
had, on proof of the three facts by the objector, determined that he 
was not satisfied there was primd facie evidence of the ground of 
objection, he (the learned judge) was not sure that they would have 
interfered. But it appeared from the cases that the barrister must 
inquire into each particular case, and that here he had considered a 
class of cases within which a particular voter might or might not fall. 
It was not shewn that the proof given applied to the circumstances of 
each of these claimants. The case, therefore, must go back to the 
barrister that he might complete the revision. There would be leave 
to appeal. 

ALTON, J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 

Surron, J., concurred.—Counset, Foote, K.C., and Daldy; Danck- 
werts, K.C., and Ricketts. Sonicrrors, Ayrton, Biscoe & Barclay; 
Russell, Cooke & Co. 


[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 


FLEMING AND OTHERS v. LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL. 
Div. Court. 28th Oct. ; 2nd Nov. 


Lonpon Bourpinc—GeneraL Line or Burmprmncs—DeEtTEeRMINATION OF, 
IN Part or a Street—Hovuses Brovcut Forwarp BeyonD GENERAL 
Ling or Burtpines Berore 1894, sy ConsENT—CONSIDERATION OF, IN 
Frxinc New Generar Line. 

The Tribunal of Appeal, in fixing a general line of buildings for part 
of a street under the London Building Act, 1894, did not err in law 
in taking into consideration buildings erected on the forecourts of 
houses (built before 1862) beyond the general line of buildings, under 
section 75 of the Metropolis Management Amendment Act, 1862, by the 
consent of the Metropolitan Board of Works, and upon conditions, one 
of which was that the buildings so brought forward should not be more 
than one storey high. 


Case stated by the Tribunal of Appeal under the London Building 
Act, 1894. In a part of Euston-road, a number of houses, occupying a 
frontage of 420 feet, were built before 1862. These houses when they 
were built had vacant forecourts running up to the pavement. At some 
time before 1894 a number of one-storey shops and one two-storey shop 
were built on these forecourts. Six of these shops, occupying a 
frontage of 110 feet, were erected between 1864 and 1880, with the 
consent of the Metropolitan Board of Works, under section 75 of the 
Metropolis Management Amendment Act, 1872, beyond the then general 
line of buildings. Each of these consents was given on condition that 
the one-storey shop should not be raised or altered without a further 
consent, and four of the consents were given on,condition that certain 
land should be surrendered. ‘T'welve more shops on the forecourts, 
occupying a frontage of 171 feet, had also been erected. One of these 
was a two-storey shop. Of these twelve one had been built although 
the Metropolitan Board of Works refused consent to its erection beyond 
the then general line of buildings. Of the other eleven there was no 
evidence as to how or when they were erected. There was no record 
of any consent having been given for the erection of any of the eleven. 
Forecourts in front of the s to the extent of 139 feet frontage 
were vacant. On an application for the determination of the general 
line of buildings for this part of Euston-road under the London Build- 
ing Act, 1894, the superintending architect fixed the line in front of 
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the main meilatep, the hotses, built before 1862. On appeal from his 
decision, the ‘Tribunal of Appeal fixed the line in front of the shops. 
In doing so, they took into their consideration the shops brought 
forward bythe consent of the Metropolitan Board of- Works, and 
those as to the. erection of which there was no evidence. On appeal 
b om of case stated it was contended for the London pr Council 
that the line of the superintending architect was right and that of 
the Tribunal of Appeal was wrong. As to the eleven shops, their 
erection was either unlawful or made pursuant to the consent of the 
Metropolitan Board of Works under section 75 of the Metropolis 
Management Amendment Act, 1862. The Tribunal of Appeal were not 
entitled to consider houses unlawfully erected, nor houses to whose 
erection consent had been given under section 75. The consent was 
to erect beyond the general line of buildings, and therefore the power 
to consent assumed that the general line was to remain unaltered by the 
consent. The dis nsing power could not render nugatory the general 
control given by the building line. In any case, the matter Was settled 
by sections 27 and 216 of the London Building Act, 1894. By section 
27 the consent of the London County.Council to erection beyond the 
line was not to be deemed to affect or alter the general line of buildings 
existing at the time of the consent, and by section 216: ‘‘ all bye-laws 
. + + consents . . . duly made , - under any Act hereby 
repealed shall, so far as applicable for the purposes of this Act, be 
of the same validity and effect as if they had been made . . . under 
this Act.’’ Section 75 of the Metropolis Management Amendment Act, 
1862, was repealed ‘by the London Building Act, 1894. 

Lord AtverstTone, C.J., in a lengthy judgment, after reviewing the 
legislation on the matter, 7 Geo. 4, c. cxlii. s. 140, section 143 of 
the Metropolis Managerient Act, 1855, section 75 of the Metropolis 
Management Amendment Act, 1862, and sections 22; 26, 27, and 216 
of the London Building Act, 1894, came to the conclusion that he could 
not say that the Tribunal of Appeal had gone wrong in law in taking 
into consideration the shops lawfully erected by the consent of the 
Metropolitan Board of Works under section 75 of the Act of 1862. 

Watton, J., delivered judgment to the same effect,—Counsgx, C. A. 
Russell, K.C., and Bodkin; Macmorran, K.C., and R. C. Glen; J. A. 
Simon, K.C., and Cecil’ Walsh. Sotacrrorns, EZ. Tanner; Charles de 
W. Kitcat; Francis Howse & Eve. 


[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 
The City of London Solicitors’ Company. 


The following are the members of the Court of this company :— 
Master, Sir Homewood Crawford (City Solicitor); Senior Warden, 
P. C. C. Francis (of the firm of Francis & Johnson); Junior Warden, 
John C. Holmes (of the firm of John Holmes, Son & Wigan); Sir 
John Bamford-Slack (of the firm of Slack, Monro & Atkinson) ; 
T. H. D. Berridge, M.P. (of the firm of Burn & Berridge); F. W. 
Biddle (of the firm of Biddle, Thorn, Welsford & Sidgwick); G. 
Cosens (of the firm of Burgess, Cosens & Co.); Sir William J. Crump, 
J.P. (of the firm of W. A. Crump & Son); L. Worthington-Evans (of 
the firm of Worthington-Evans, Dauney & Co.); Right Hon. David 
Lloyd-George, M.P. (of the firm of Lloyd-George, Roberts, & Co.) ; 
H. E. Golding (of the firm of Golding, Hargrove & Golding) ; William 
Hale (of the firm of Young, Jones & Co.); D. A. Howden (of the firm 
of Parker, Garrett, Holman & Howden); Alderman F. Howse (of the 
firm of Francis Howse & Eve); W: H. Leese (of the firm of Fresh- 
fields); M. C. Matthews (of the firm of G. F. Hudson, Matthews & 
Co.); G. L. F. McNair (of the firm of Stibbard, Gibson & Co.); C. W. 
aan (of the firm of Sawbridge & Son); and H. D. P. Francis 
clerk). 

The objects for which the company is established are (inter alia) 
the following :— 

(a) To afford means of professional and social intercourse and mutual 
information between solicitors of the City of London practising, or who 
have practised, within a radius of three-quarters of a mile from the 
Bank of England. 

(6) To purchase, take on lease, hire, or otherwise acquire and main- 
tain, a hall, institute, library, or other building or premises, and any 
real or personal property within the City for the furtherance of the 
objects of the company. 

(c) To aid and assist the Law Society and other societies connected 
with the profession, professional, benevolent, social or otherwise. 

(d) To promote honourable practice, to settle disputed points of 
practice, and to decide questions of professional usage or courtesy in 
conducting legal business of all kinds within the City. 

(e) To originate and watch over, and if necessary to petition Parlia- 
ment in relation to general measures affecting the le profession or 
producing changes of law or practice, and to promote improvements in 
the status and promotion [? position] of solicitors with other members 
- the legal profession, and the principles and administration of the 
aw. 

With regard to. the liability of members the Memorandum provides 
as follows :—‘‘ Every member of the ——- shall undertake to con 
tribute to the assets of the company in the event of the same being 
wound up during the time that he is a member, or within one yea: 
afterwards, for ip eyes of the debts and liabilities of the company 
contracted before the time at which he ceases to be a member, and of 


adjustment of the rights of the contril i 
ge Ae uired not exceeding one “pase ay 

With regard to the election of members, solicitors practising, or 
who have practised, within a‘radius of three-quarters of a mile from 
the Bank of. England,in the City of London are eligible for member- 
ship, but must be duly and ed, and notice thereof given 
to the clerk, who will supply the necessary proposal forms. The 
election is by the Court. 

The subscription is £2 2s. = annum, together with an entrance fee 
of £1 1s. ; but a limited number of Life Members may be elected, who 
will be required to pay £10 10s. each. : ; 

In order to avoid any question of members’ liability, it is the inten- 
tion of the Court to cause the company to be registered forthwith as 
a company limited by guarantee. 


ves such amount 


Law Association. 


The usual os meeting of the directors was held at the Law 
Society’s Hall on Thursday, the 5th inst., Mr. Pretor W. Chandler 
in the chair. The other directors present were Mr. 8. J. Daw, Mr. 
F. W. Emery, Mr. R. H. Peacock, Mr. R. W. Pead, Mr. J. E. W. 
Rider, Mr. A. Toovey, Mr. J. Vallance, Mr. Mark Waters, Mr. W. M, 
Woodhouse, and the secretary, Mr. E. E. Barron. A sum of £60 was 
voted in grants for the-relief of London solicitors’ widows, two new 
life members were elected, and other general business was t . 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this associa- 
tion was held at the Law. iety’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, on 
the 11th inst., Mr. Walter Dowson in the chair, the other directors 
present being Sir John Hollams and Messrs..W. C. Blandy (Reading), 
A. Davenport, T. Dixon (Chelmsford), R. Ellett (Cirencester), C. 
Goddard, W. H. Gray, J. R. B. Gre "y Samuel Harris (Leicester), 
C. G. May, H. A. Peake (Sleaford), . Penni a, J.P., 2. &. 
Taylor, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £754 was distributed 


in grants of relief, fifty-four new ‘members were elected, and other 
general ‘business was transacted. 


—_—_— 


Devon and Exeter Law Association. 


The centenary dinner of this association was held at Exeter on the 
24th ult., under the presidency of Mr. S. P. Porg, the members and 
guests present including Mr. Justice Lawrance, Sir Thomas Hewitt, 
K.C. (High Sheriff of Devon), Mr. H. E. Duke, K.C., and a large 
number of members of the society. 

After the loyal toasts had been honoured, 

Mr. W. H. Wintersoruam proposed ‘“‘The Devon and Exeter Law 
4 ag ne ; ee 

he Present, in replying, gave an interesting account of th 
history of the association. On the Ist of November, 1808, twenty-six 
barristers and practising attorneys of the city met and appointed a 
committee, consisting of Messrs. Barnes, Bowring, James, Jones, 
Kendall, Pidsley, and Warren, to suggest such regulations in the 
practice of the profession in the city and neighbourhood as a 
appear to them proper, and to submit such regulations to a f 
general meeting. This committee decided to open a general corre- 
spondence with members of the profession in other parts of England, 
and on the 14th of November, 1808, a list of questions was oo 
upon and sent to forty-five persons. By the 20th of December, 1808, 
some twenty-four answers appear to have been received, and on that 
day resolutions were by which the members were bound to 
follow certain rules, and the name ‘‘ The Exeter Law Association *’ was 
assumed. The first members were to be such as those resolu- 
tions before the 3lst of October, 1808. After that election was to be 
by ballot. On the 2nd of August, 1811, the committee fixed the 
proper fee to be charged for a certain mortgage. On the Ist of 
December, 1840, the name was changd to the one now in use, “‘ The 
Devon and Exeter Law Association.” In 1846 a member was called 
upon to submit to the committee's ruling under pain of expulsion. 
In 1871 the association, in a general meeti ved of the estab- 
lishment of a legal university, and in 1873 the Titles and Transfer 
Bill seemed +o hava formed a subject for much discussion. In 1882 
a committee was appointed to resettle the rules, and in 1835, when 
the rules were altered, the society had sixty-six members. T now 
had double that number, and the committee often met to decide ques- 
tions arising between members or to consider Bill affecting the 
profession which might be introduced into Parliament, and, if thought 
necessary, call a general meeting to decide whether the association 
should support or oppose such a measure. +8 5 f 
ISHER NS gigs ) proposed ‘‘ The Visitors,”’ to which 


Mr. A. t 
Mr. H. E. Duxe, K.C., responded 





Tuesday next, November 17, will, the Trmes, be ‘‘Call Day” 
of Michasimes term ot the four Inus Court, when 635 law studen 
will become barristers-at-law. Of this number 23 are entered at the 
Inner Temple, 16 at the Middle Temple, 14 at Lincoln’s-inn, and 10 at 





the costs, charges and expenses of winding up the same, and for the 


Gray's-inn. 
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Obituary. 


Mr. F. T. Griffiths. 


Mr. Frederick Thomas Griffiths, solicitor, of Cheltenham, died a 
few days ago at the age of ninety-two. He was admitted in 1839, and 
was for about forty-five years clerk to the Cheltenham magistrates, and 
was also clerk to many local bodies at Cheltenham. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Sir Epwarp Gerorce Ciarke, K.C., has been appointed a Member 
of the Privy Council. 


Sir CHartes BensAmin Bricut McLaren, Bart., M.P., barrister- 
at-law, has been appointed a Member of the Privy Council. 


Sir Courtenay PEREGRINE ILBERT, barrister, K.C.S.I., C.I.E., Clerk 
of the House of Commons, has been made a K.C.B. 


Mr. ArtHur THeEopore Turina, C.B., barrister, First Parliamentary 
Counsel, has been made a K.C.B. 


Mr. Luxe Wuirt, M.P., solicitor, of Driffield, has received the 
honour of Knighthood. 


Mr. Lewis Cowarp, K.C., has been elected a Member of the Council 
of Law Reporting for a further term of two years. 


His Majesty the King has granted permission to Mr. Leopotp Gotp- 
BERG, solicitor, to wear the Insignia of the Order of St. Anne, Second 
Class, conferred upon him by His Imperial Majesty the Emperor of 
Russia. Mr. Goldberg is head of the firm of Goldberg, Barrett & 
Newall, solicitors, of 2 & 3, West-street, Finsbury-circus, London, and 
has for many years been Jurisconsult to the Russian Embassy. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Cuartes Stevenson Barton and Samvuet Rocer THomAs ANTON 
Monracu Wi11AMs, solicitors (Barton & Williams), Tunbridge Wells. 
Oct. 31. 


Wituiam Jackson Perkins and Recimnatp BRABANT SPARKES, solici- 
tors (Perkins & Sparkes), Guildford, and 5, John-street, Bedford-row, 
London. Oct. 31. The business will be carried on in the future by 
the said William Jackson Perkins. 


ArtHur Pottock, Avusrey FREDERICK WiLLouGcHBy, and VIVIAN 
Artnur Pottock, solicitors (Pollock & Co.), 6, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
London. Oct. 31. So far as regards the said Aubrey Frederick 
Willoughby. 

Witt1am Roserts and Atrrep Saunpers TRATMAN, solicitors (Strick- 
land, Roberts & Tratman), Bristol. Dec. 31, 1906. 

[Gazette, Nov. 6. 

Francis CravcHton Matuews, WittiAm CANNING, and CHARLES 
Mytzs Maruews, solicitors (F. C. Mathews & Co.), 151, Cannon-street, 
London. Oct. So far as regards the said Francis Claughton 
Mathews, who retires from the firm. [Gazette, Nov. 10. 


General. 


Viscount Wolverhampton sat as a member of the Judicial Committee 
on the 3rd inst. 

It has taken ten weeks to obtain a jury in the new trial of Abraham 
Ruef, of San Francisco, remarks the correspondent of the 7'imes. 


Mr. R. Peters, solicitor, who is in his 100th year, and who has been 
mayor and town clerk.of the borough, was this week, says the Times, 
made an honorary freeman of Launceston. 


His Honour Judge Emden resumed his duties at Lambeth County 
Court on the 5th inst., after an absence of five weeks in consequence 
of an injury received in a motor-car collision. 

Notice is given in the London Gazette that, in pursuance of the 20th 
section of the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1888, the Railway and 
Canal Commissioners propose to amend Rule 60 (‘‘ Registrar’s Office 
when open’’) and Rule 65 (‘‘Discretion of the Commissioners in 
cases not expressly provided for’’) of the Railway and Canal Com- 
mission Rules, 1889, and that as provided by the Rules Publication Act, 
1893, copies of the draft amended rules may be obtained at the Rail- 
way and Canal Commission Office, Royal Courts of Justice, Strand. 


When, in March last, Sir Lawrence Jenkins vacated the Chief 
Justiceship of the Bombay High Court to take his seat on the Council 
of the Secretary of State, it was resolved, says the 7'imes, at a meet- 
ing representing the various communities of Bombay to raise a memorial 
fund. The fund has reached a total of £1,850, and at a meeting 
of the subscribers recently held in Bombay it was decided to devote 
nearly half of this amount to obtaining a portrait of the late Chief 
Justice, and to devote the balance to the foundation of scholarships 
bearing his name. 





It is announced that Mr. Justice Bigham will go to the Autumn 
Assizes at Shrewsbury, on the Oxford Circuit, on Monday next, in 
place of the Lord Chief Justice, who will remain in London. 


On the 5th inst. the Earl of Camperdown called attention to the 
difficulty of understanding legislation by reference, and asked whether 
the Government would during the present Session cause a full ex- 
planatory statement to be circulated in regard to the effect of the clauses 
of any Bill which contained references to Acts of Parliament. The 
Lord Chancellor said the Government would do their best to give effect 
bs - noble earl’s suggestion, especially in the case of Government 

ills. 


The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs thinks it desirable to 
call attention, in the London Gazette, to the requirements of the French 
Conscription Law of June, 1889, under which the sons, born in France, 
of British subjects born elsewhere than in France, must, in order to 
obtain exemption from military service, decline French nationality 
within the year following the attainment of their majority if, at that 
time, they are deemed to be resident in France. Such persons should 
communicate with the British Consular Officer residing nearest to their 
place of birth, who will inform them of the precise formalities re- 
quired. 


On Tuesday last there was the novel spectacle of a lady, Miss Mac- 
millan, addressing the House of Lords in support of an appeal from 
an interloctitor of the Extra Division of the Court of Session in an 
action brought to have the right of women determined as graduates 
and members of the General Council to vote in the election of the 
Parliamentary representative of the University of St. Andrews. The 
courts below decided against this right. Miss Macmillan, in opening 
the appellants’ case, referred to the case of Mrs. Sheddon, ‘n which 
a lady appeared in person at the bar of the House and addressed it 
for twenty-three days. 


The Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association will hold a Bohemian 
Concert on Thursday, the 26th inst., in the King’s Hall, Holborn 
Restaurant. The president (Mr. F. Spooner) will occupy the chair, 
and the following artistes have been engaged :—Miss Annie Bartle 
(soprano), Miss Carrie Herwin (contralto), Mr. Phillip Rittie (tenor), 
Mr. A. H. Gee (baritone), Miss Ruby Wilson (light comedienne), Mr. 
Fred. Russell (ventriloquist), Mr. Alexander Prince (concertina soloist), 
Mr. Astley Weaver (humorous entertainer), Mr. Walter Churcher 
(humorous recitations), Mr. Wilson James (humorous), Mr. Bernard 
Russell (humorous), Mr. Albert Jorden (pianist). Musical director, Mr. 
Albert Jorden. The tickets are 1s. each, and can be obtained at the 
offices of the association, 12, New-court, W.C. 


A correspondent of the Central Law Journal complains of the enor- 
mous increase of reported decisions in the United States. He says :— 
‘‘T have been attracted by the advertisement of the West Publishing 
Company in your issue of August 21, to the effect that during the 
ten years from 1897 to 1906 the State and Federal Courts decided nearly 
pa as many cases as had been decided in the two hundred and 
thirty-eight years preceding. This is really alarming. Is there no way 
to check this mass of opinions? Decisions now come so thick and fast, 
and there are so many conflicts, that the lawyer is quite at sea. Instead 
of the law becoming settled, it is becoming more and more unsettled. 
The majority of the opinions are also too long, showing a lack of care 
by the courts in studying the cases presented to them. The volume 
of case law produced from year to year is positively terrifying.” 


Mr. Tobin, K.C., Recorder of Salford, in charging the grand jury 
at the Salford Quarter Sessions, drew attention to the case of Frederick 
Rathbone, who had been committed for trial on a charge’ of stealing 
a bicycle. After he had been in gaol seven weeks awaiting trial at 
the sessions, it was shown conclusively that he had not committed the 
theft. He was then allowed out of gaol on his own recognisances. 
The grand jury now threw out the bill and the Recorder told Rath- 
bone that there was no suspicion on the part of any one in the world 
that he had anything to do with the robbery. The unfortunate posi- 
tion in which Rathbone had been placed was due to a mistake in re- 
gard to his identity on the part of a boy of 13. Another man arrested 
for a similar offence had confessed to having committed this theft as 
well. 


On the death of Sir James Mathew becoming known, judicial tributes 
were paid to his memory. Sir Gorell Barnes said he was associated 
with i James for many years before he was elevated to the Bench, 
and had therefore ample opportunity of appreciating his extraordinary 
intellect and vast store of legal knowledge. They must all have fully 
realised that he was one of the most distinguished judges of their own 
time. Mr. C. J. Willock, on behalf of the members of the bar, said 
he desired to re-echo the remarks of his lordship. Mr. Justice Bray, 
in the Commercial Court, in the presence of Mr. Justice Bigham and 
Mr. Justice Walton, said that Sir James Mathew was the originator 
of the Commercial Court. In common with other judges of his day, 
Sir James had felt that commercial men were dissatisfied with the way 
their cases were dealt with in court. No doubt there were reasons 
for that feeling, owing, perhaps, to the delays and uncertainty as to the 
time cases would be tried and the expense of interlocutory business. 
No one could practise in the Commercial Court during the time Sir 
James ms over it without being impressed with the enormous 

rasp of commercial matters he had. He never allowed himself to be 
blinded by technicalities, but always insisted on the main point in dis- 
pute being decided. Mr. Scrutton, K.C., as senior counsel present, 
associated himself with the words of his lordship, and added that it 
would be the endeavour of counsel who practised in the court to assist 
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the judges in making it a worthy memorial of the judge they had 
lost. 

Sir Felix Schuster, in his inaugural address as president to the 
Institute of Bankers, says the Hvening Standard, regretted a tendency 
towards a decline in writing. Signatures were impressed with rubber 
stamps and cheques were bs er How, he said, would they 
guard against forgery in such cases? He doubted whether public 
companies were authorised by their articles to sign cheques with a 

rubber stamp, and he asked why they should wait to take action until 
some case arose which had to be taken into the court. He also advo- 
cated co- y eration as to the size of cheques, which now seemed to vary 
between that of a newspaper and that of a visiting card. These 
“freak cheques’ occasioned not only great inconvenience, but loss of 
time, and the Clearing House ought to have power to decide what 
sized cheque it would clear. 


The Lord Chancellor, says the Hvening Standard, did not Choose an 
opportune time for removing from judges the obligation to pass the 
death sentence in cases of child murder. A better opportunity might 
have been found than the debate on the Children’s Bil The Lords 
themselves thought so, but compromised by accepting a suggestion of 
Lord Lansdowne that the subject should be de ~n till the report 
stage of the Bill. The general benefit of the Lord Chancellor’s amend- 
ment is another matter, and if the Government were moved to their 
action by the feeling that the sooner the law on this point is altered 
the better, we should be disposed to condone what appears at first 
sight an intrusion of a very grave question. The compulsion 
to pass the death sentence is both horrible and farcical. Everybody 
knows it is a mere matter of form, and this being so, the grim pro- 
ceeding takes on the character of burlesque while it loses little or 
nothing of its momentary tragedy. The Lord Chancellor, on behalf 
of the Government, would empower judges to sentence the child-mur- 
derer to penal servitude, or a shorter term of imprisonment, according 
to the circumstances of her crime. That is to say, he would enable 
a judge to do at once what under prevailing conditions is left to the 
Home Secretary. Thereby a lar ge and unnecessary amount of public 
agitation would be prevented, and justice would be swift rather than 
long-delayed. We do not for a moment believe that the removal of 
the certainty of a death sentence would increase infanticide. When 
a woman kills her child she is not often in a condition to speculate 
on chances of punishment and escape. 








Tue Law Guarantee, Trust, AND Accripent Soctety (Liirep).— 
Owing to the decease of certain of the original trustees of this society, 
there is only one survivor, the Hon. Mr. Justice Grantham. In con- 
junction with his lordship, the Hon. Mr. Justice Pickford and the 

on. Sidney Holland have now consented to act as trustees of this 
society. 








The Property Mart. 


Nov. 16.—Mesers, WeaTneratt & Grean at the Mart, at 2: Long Leasehold Shops 
(see advertisement, back page, Nov 7). 

Nov. 17.—Mesers. Denzen nam, Tewson & Co.,, at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Premises 
(gee advertise ment, page xv, Oct. 31). 

Nov. 19.—Mesers. H. E, Foster & Oranrietp, at the Mart, at 2: Absolute Rever- 
slene, i} Intereats, Policies of Assurance, 8! , &c. (see advertisements, back page, 

w e 

Nov, 19.—Messrs. J. B. Bunom & Dus, at the Mart, at 2: Residence and Shops (see 
advertisement, back page, this week). wnat 

Novy. 25,—Mesers, Epwiy Fox & Bovsrrerp, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and Lease- 
hold Properties (see advertisement, bick page, this week). 

Nov. 23.—Messrs. Davip Burwzrr, Son & Bappexey, at the Mart: Hou Business 
Premises atd Properties (see advertisement, page xvi, Oct, 31). - 

Nov, 26.—Messrs. Watrer Hatt & Sons, at the Mart, at 1: Freehold lence 
advertisement, page xvi, Oct, 31). : oe - 

Nov, 30,—Messrs, Ettior, Sow & Boyton, at the Mi at 2: Freehold Ground-Rents 
(see advertisement, page xv, Oct. 31). 4 -_ : 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or RecisTrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 
Emercenoy Appzat Court Mr, Justice 
Date. Rota. No, 2, Joyo. 


Monday ...Nov. 16 Mr Borrer 
Tuesday ...... 


Mr. Justice 
Swinren Eapy. 
Mr Bloxam Mr Farmer Mr Synge 
Tindal King h Borrer : 

Bloxam Greswell 
Leach 
Farmer 
Goldschmidt 
Mr, Justice Mr, Justice 
Wasainetor. NEVILLE. 
Monday . rath is Mr Tindal King Mr Beal 
Tuesday .... Bloxam Goldschmidt 
Church 
Synge 


Theed 
Tindal King 


Church 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Parkes. Evz. 


Mr ee Mr Sane 





Winding-up Notices. 


London Gazette,—Fatvay, Nov. 6. 
JOINT ine otaen COMPANIES, 
Limrrep 1m Cuanozey. 


Barrisa et ge Drvetorment Corporation, Liurrep (1m Votuntary LiQurpa- 
uired, on or before send , adh. nanes and 
‘ars of their debts or claims,to Charles Herbert Bull, 6a, 
&q. liquidator 
or before 


Brooxs-Watson Braxe ee Sguman—Weiions ose required, on 
d addresses, and the peruiouiaes of their debts or 
6, Herbert rd, West aon, © uidator 
Estes Park Co, pce ee are requested, on or Dec 21, to ~" oor 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert Wi 
Brown, 48, Lincoln's inn fields. Frere & Co. Lincoln's inn See oe nie Leaidoner 
General Finayce axyp Devecorment Co, | cae on for 
Nov 4, ee to be 
petner. of supessing must the above-named not later than 
the ~ he... care Nov 16 
Krise & Co, Limitzp (ur Tegument are required, on or before Dec 12, 
to send their names and the particulars of f their debts or claims to 
H Walford Hales, 1/t, Vansittart row, “Colonie liquidato- 
Paanix 2% ~ Couuiery Co, Limrrep.—Petn for windin, 
directed 


be 
Cousins Pe Co, Cardiff, 
above named not later than 6 0” 
Rozgrt H. Epear, Lrurrep, 
their names 
Hay Fielding, 43, Old 
Swiss Horsts anv Rattway SyNpicarTs, 
Nov 2, directed to be heard on Nov 17. "Taylor, Bedford Tow, solor for 
Saas aes reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
ov 
Weer Sussex Moror Co, Limirsp (1 Voiunrany Ligurpatiox)—Creditors are 
C their names and end ohisemen ond of 


d. bef pogtet fd. d particulars 
angen 4 Francie Dickin, and Stanley H. Bersey, 9 and 10, 


require 
their debts or claims, to 
Pancras lane, Queen st, liq 
London Gazette.—Tvuxspax, Nov, 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lomrep rm Cmanozey. 

A. L. Crasxe & Co, Lurrrzp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 19, to sénd in 
their names and addresses, and the —,, of their debts or claims, to Harold B. 
Everett, 3 to 7, Southampton et, Strand Slark & Co, Southampton st, Strand, 
solort to the liquidator 

British Bursato a Motor Oo, ogy meg ~ winding up, presented Oct 
30, directed to be heard at the lors for the p ao Dec 1, at 10 
Gamlen & Co, “Sand 4, Gray’ must 
reach the above-namednot later than ~ of N Now 0 

F, H. Jounson & Co, Tanerens— Orodivors are yoyo on or before Nov mt eee 
their names and addresses, and - ele of their debts or claims, to G. 
Montague White, 14, Old rene ae liquidator 

G gaves’s Limit tors soquived, 8 ov Safese Due 0, te cond Getz names 
and addreseez, and RA partioulans of of their ¢ debts or claims, to William Ros Snarp, 
26, Bond st, Lees vert, Leeds, solors for liquisators 

Kirktry Recreation ae Co, Limirep— ae oa required, on or before 
Dec 19, to send in their names and addresses, and the culars of their debts or 
claims, to Ernest Edward Johnson, Grove chmbrs, rene tliqaidator 

Moyomorapa Devetorpment Co, Limrrep (nm Ss caoamegpn 9 ae veene, 
on or before Feb 1, to send names and addresses, and the ee 
debts or claims, to William H, Stentiford, 1, Broad at p 

Norte or Eneranp Proorine oS, IMITED— are. reuired on or before 
Nov. 23, By eet he 5 oes et es pees their debts or 
claims, to ichard land Daly, wick liquidator 

R. G. BE, Sympicats, eg wag —rr Ss av Sante Bow 98, to cond 
their names and ad f their debts or claims, to 
Gardiner Fedden, 108. qo liquidator 

Sovrnwarss Bick axp TILE ‘sp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec. 
21, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to U. H. Ford, 20, Devonshire rd, Horsham. 

Teixpxore GIRL 0, Liurrzp—Oreditors are soumesh, on or before Dec 5, to send 
their names and edsremen end the pastiocinns of their debts or claims, to E. Chas. 
Hoile, 24, Eesex st, an Sa 

W. J. Reet & Co, Limrrep — itors are required, on or before Dec 14, to eend their 
haines and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frank B. Webb, 


w. Pica. & Co, Liurrep—Creditors are nen, on or before Dec 23, to send 
their names and addresses, and the of their debts or claime, to Charles 
ad Nichols, 1, Queen Victoria st Biddle & Co, Aldermanbury, solors for the 
) uidator 

x Banoraso Acoumutator Co, Liutrep- Creditors are required, on or before Nov 18, 
to seud their names and addresses, and the lars of their debts or claims, to 
bay John Webb, 18, Leadenhall-street Statham & Co, New Broad st, solors to 

e liquidator 





winding presented 
heard on Nov 17. Abrahams & Co, Tokenhouse oe 74, solors for 
just reach o’clock in 


presented Nov 3, 
> st) Bt James’, for 
ust the 


the particulars 
Westminster, liquidator 
Luurtep.—Petn for winding up, presented 
petner, — 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Dar or Crarm. 
London Gasette.—Turspay, Nov 3. 

Bi danger, be Helens, Pawar Ker Deol Pennington on & Higeon, Liverpool 

ALL, SAMUBI 'awnbro! 
Be wit Taouss, Wah re eee eee Der tt Locker, Birmingham 

ILL, ILLIAM, velly ‘on, W: —w 
Burcea, Rosext, Ho chene, Chester, Carrier Nov 39 Marsden, @ 
Coz, paced Sree est Southbourne, Bournemouth Nov ey u & Malim, 
Davey, ee = Spoon. Elizabeth, New York, Artist Nov 28 Le Brasseur 
’s inn 


Dever! ones "Wane, oburn Sands, Bucks Dec 8 Pettit & Co, 
Henn, Sapsamen, Iron Bridge, Salop, Brickburner Nov 14 Ton nee Dees & Derry, ron 


Dyer, Anna, Taunton Nov 21 Poole & Boulting, Taunton 
EnGe.xey, ANABELLA Robertson, Cambridge st, Hyde Park Dec 7 Bennett & Ferris 


Coleman st 
Fassett, Epwarp pr Grucry, Palmer’s Green, ‘Auctioneer Dec 15 G & W Webb, 
Devonshire 


FLErtTwoop, Sines, Southend on g Dec 14 Sngeent oO 
Fiemine, James, awa | a es Oa ti Francis & Co, Hall et, ie mend 7 


Formby, y Decl pson 
Mare Dec 15 iwtr & Symonds, Hereford 
& Cheverton, King 


Goveu, "B.izapeta Weston 
Ggar, Many Ann, Nov 28 Macarthur st, Cheapside 
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Gare, Janes, Westcliff on Sea, Dec 31 Cartwright & Cunningham ? a —pemmaaae row, 

Hate, Emma, Kates Hill Dudley Noy 30 Hooper & Fairbairn, Dudiey 

Hau, Heuex Jaxx. ‘Hyde Park mans, Marylebone Dec 24 Rye & Eyre, Golden eq 

Hancook, Coaaies Jegemian, Decl Glarke & Whittington, Leeds 

Hansen, Vatpeman, Liverpool Decil Alsop & Co, Liverpool 

Harveyrson, Taomas, Bibsworth rd, Finchley Dec 1 ‘Wells & Sons, Church and Finchley 

nae Janz Sopara BULKELEY. St Leonards on Sea Nov 30 Dawes & Sons, Angel 
hrogmorton st 

Joxgs, oie Bennett, Hope’ Mansell, Hereford Dec 5 WH & FS Collins, Ross 

Joyngs, Franozs, ey" Wells Dec? Rivington & Son Fenchurch bidgs 

Kay, Joan, Balham Dec? Collver-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 

as oy Arnotp Bussowss, KCB, KOSI, Lowndes sq Dec24 Wade, 


Kipp; Bewsamix, Bramley, Surrey Dec1 Public Trustee, Clement’s inn, Strand 
Lancastes, Mary, Berke Dec 5 Fowle, Northallerton 
Lara, Eiten, Leamin gton Spa, Warwick Novy 39 thelton & Co, New ct, Lincoln’s inn 
MoNair, Henry Ancursarp, Bath Dec 2i Cobbold & Co, Ipswich 

ees Heeseat Esnvest, Bermondsey st, ‘Fuoley st, Bermondsey, Colour Merchant 

Simpson’ & Co, Southwark st, London Bridge - 
Mivoigror, Hasna May. ‘Calderbridge, nt Egremont, Cumberland Dec 19 Milne, 
estm: 


Mipp.eror, Aon Kirby, Bradder, I of M, Gardener Dec 19 Milne, Kendal, West- 
Scorr, Gzorar, Gateshead on Tyne, Commercial Clerk Nov 30 Bramwell & Co, New- 
castle w Tyne 


upon 
Sercomsz, Feancis Jounx, Great Yarmouth Dec1 Hartley &' Thomas, Exeter 
Sirver, Saran Constance, Wantage,‘ Berks Dec 7 Rivington & Son, Fenchurch 


bidgs 
Prcmazeson, J AMES Besa ow Peckham, Builder Decl? Collyer & Davis, Abchurch In, 


liam 
Rosixson, Jonn Hornez, Helperby, Yorks, Maltster Decl5 Nelson & Co, Leeds 
Roegrs, Exvizasets, Swansea Dec8 Evans, Swansea 
— Tuomas, Hulme; Manchester, Fishmongéer Dec’ 21 Ogden & Co, Man- 


Pops, Lon Birmingham, Artist Nov 30 Parish, Birmingham 
zar LENA Maria, Huddersfield Dec 5 Holt, Manchester 
ev chown Hons) Heaton, Newéastle on Tyne, Engraver Nov 30 Bramwell & 
on 
Tompson, Jonataay, Knaresborough Dec 31 -Turner, York 
Tuompson, Jane E1izaBetH, Knaresborongh Dec $1 "Turner, York 
Trure, Ropert Perrere Plymouth Dec 1. Pearce, Devonport 
Urptos, Wiitu1am Auzeat, Bir , Printer Dec 24 Pinsent & Co, Birmingham 
Vesray, WILLIAM Prov, Southover, "Lewes Decl2 Drake & Ine, Lewes 
Waite, Exvex Janz, Northumberland perk, Tottenham Dec17 Betteley, Surrey st 
Wituiams, THomas, Mold, Flint, Ma Dec 1 Evans, Mold 
Woopocck, WitiiaM, orth Nov? Cant & Cheatle, Birmingh 
Yeats, Many Any Hanne, Great Malvern, Worcester Nov 80 WTamblst & Rogers, 


Malvern 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov 6, 


Barnam, Aurrep, Norbury, Surrey, Dairyman Dec6 Finnis & Chessher, Graeechurch st 

Brown, Hanwan, Sheffield ‘Dec 11’ Gould & Coombe, Sheffield 

Browxr, Epwarp Payne, Uxbridge rd, Shepherd's Bush. Dec 18 Maskell & Nisbet 
John st, Bedford row 

Bu.uivayt, Wruasax Moxtow, Mark In, Wire Rope Manufacturer Dec 22 Spreat, Iron 


monger In 
Camppett, Eoira Mary Anyn, Boscombe rd, Shepherd’s Bush Dec 10 Kearsey & Co, 
Cannon st. 


Dixor, James, Kendal, Westmoreland Dec19 Bolton & Bolton, Kendal 

Emery, Isaac, Ilford, Fssex, Jobmaster Dec5 Hunt & Hunt, Ilford 

Gavvait, Orrortune *‘Manrme Waterlooville, Hanta Dec 2i Clements & Co, Old Broad st 
eer ar to gar end Fel ‘elderland, Word, Kent, Auctioneer Dec 5 Emmerson & 


Harz, Jonn, Marxrx, Wigan, Cutler Dec 24 . Peace & Ellis, Wigan 

Hasnis, Szvina, Macaulay rd, - m Common Dec 14- Pay ne, Budge row 

re, Wi.ian, New Fulham, Oilman: Dec 14 Parfitt, Fulham rd 
Cuaries Butier, Wigan, Building Contractor Dec 24 Peace & Ellis, Wigan 

Ly EORGE Foiey, Bishopaton, Bristol Dec 12 Tuckett, Bristol 

Kuve, Witiism Henry, Pedmore House, nr Stourbridge’ Dec 17 King & Sons, 

Lams, Francis Joux, Queen’s av, Muswell Hill Dec21 McKenna & Co, Basineba'l st 

pram Newcastle upon Tyne, Estate Agent Dec 31 Pybus & Pybus, Newcastle 

ot Gann. Beckenham Dec2 Biddle & Co, Aldermanbury 

Manovarke, Hennietra Leaxe, Bridli , Yorks Dec 1 Crust & Co, Beverley 


RPLES, Jous, Sheffield Dec3l1 H&A Maxfield, Sheffield 
YHEW, JuLIUs Oscar, Edith grove, Chelsea Dec 4 Hopgoods & Dowson, Spring 


Meaxix, Saran Mary Ann, Stafford Dec16 Paddock & a, ag ae 
Mooruousr, Witu1am, Dukinfield, Chester Decl Rooke eens ee 
Parnatt, Riowanp, Askern, Yorks Nov30 Carter & Co, ‘hone 





Newman, Wittiam Hauuipay, ba Sussex. Dec15 Clarke.& Co, Old Broad.st 

Newman. Mania, Hove, Sussex’ Dec'15 Clarke & Co, Ol Broa 

Nurtrer, SAMUEL, Preston, Brighton. Gardener Dec 12 no wg & ¢ Ca, Bradford 

Sacz, Emma, Portsdown rd, Maida Vale Dec15 Pike & Co, O Burlington st 

peed BS ge Grorce, Warnford court, ‘Throgmorton st, Stockbroker Dec 10 “Kearsey 
‘anvon st A 

Suversive, Cuarues Hicxes, New Barnet Dec10 Smythe & Brettell, Basinghall st 

Sitvester, Emma, 8t Leonards on Sea Dec 15 - Woodroffes & Ashby, . Groat Dover at 

Smirx, Stanrorp, Granville q Dec5 bea & Co, Newman's ct, 

SMITHARD, Josrra, Derby Deo 19 Lewis & , Dover 

Sparkes, Lyp1a CoaRuwoon, Torquay Dec 1 Day, B rist 71 

Swarres, Arar, Mersham, Kent Nov 28 Hallett ry Co, Ashford, Kent 

Sumser, Cuaries, Coven Dec 6. Maddocks & Co, Coventry 

Rupp, Rev Cuar_es be Ma A, Twickenham Dec 31 Rudd, Southampton st, Helborn 

Watts, Toimbeci Ape . the Marsh, Lincs, Physician Nov 20 Walker & Co, and 

Son, Spilsby 
Watts. Avene | A ” Grosvenor rd, ‘Pimlico Dee 5. Wilson.& Norman, Arundel st, 


London Gazette. ey NS, Nov. 10;- 
mathe > anes Holywell, Northumberland, Farmer Dec:21 Lambert & Lambert, Gates. 


Banas, Lucy. Heap, Pembridge gdns, Bayswate?. Dec 31 _ Stringer & Stringer, High rd, 

urn 

Barter, THomas, Hook, Surrey Dec 6 “Walker, Arundel st, Strand’ 

Beck, Grorcr, Deptford Tarpaulin Maker Jan 7 , Abchurch In 

Buackerr, Wittian, 8t James st Dec 21 Long & imer, Lincoln’s nn fields 

Brapsuaw, rg 3 KTS Moy Peg Dec 7. Chew & fons, Manchester 

REAND, Crort, Wi wetting Des 17 Petch & Co, Bedford row 

Brows, Freperick, Wi yy Jan 1 ae ‘Walsall 

Gave, Epwarp, Sunderland Storey & Sons, Sunderland 

Cuiark, Jony, Milfield ertimentetianh c 20 Wate & Co, Newcastle upon. Tyne 

Cuay, Herbert Joux Hocart n, Berwick upon Tweed’ Dec 48: anderson “ catheshead, 
Berwick upon Trent 

Cooks, James, Boothroyden. Rhodes, nr Middleton, Lanes’ ‘Dec 21 Barlow, Manchester 

Cox, Ex1za, Fairholme, Windermere, Westmorland \Dec.15.,Gair-& Roberts, Liverpool 

CrawHALt, EvizaBEra. ened cate Dec 31 Emmet & Co ae roi Bo 

Davigs, Janz Kersr, Edgba ston, Birmingham ‘‘Nov 28 Thomas & Co, Birmingham 

Dosson, Davin, Witeadoe Chester Nov 30 Chew & Sons, Manchester 

Evxis, CarTerst Gzorcr, Attleborough, Norfolé, Dec 


Norwii 
Fixvtg, eas: Brighton Dec Ry rane py de Minting In 
Gerrish, James, Hungerford Dec 91 Gerrish & Foster gg Lege st, Cullege hill 
Gurmaan. > peng Watling st, Gonadnen Agent Deo 18 Morley & Co, Old 


Hanus, Louisa Sopu1a, Matlock, Derby 4 81 ae r & Co, Derby 

Hepazs, Fawny Exiza, Yardley, Worcester Beale & Co, Birmingham 

Henpy, Emity AnnapeLita, Andover Dec 1” PT albote Andover 

Hotzovp, Timotuy, Bradford Dec14 Sudd Bradford 

Hoopes, CHaBLEs, toy og Ne urgeon DecS Horwood & James, Aylesbury 

Hopkins, Isaac, artins, Wilts Dec10 Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 

HorsFaly. EuizaBern, Urmston, Lancs Dec 22 J; & Co, Rochdale 

Huoues, WILL14M, — st, Bethnal green, Boot Manufacturer Dec 7 Tatham & Co, 
Queen Victoria st 

Home, Joun, Hulme, Manchester, Tailor Dec7 Chew & Sons, Seater 

Jonzs, Sypney Smirn, Blackpool Nov 19 - Butcher, ‘Bla 

KeesHaw, Joszra, Oldham, vas Fitter b Watson, 0 ern 

Keys, Samvet, West Bromwich a 24 & Co, (Birmingham 

Lapp, Wi.u1am, Donnington, Lines & Son, Boston, Lines 

Lawton, Berry, Oldbam Dec5S Watson Gt dham ~ 

Levy, Brain, Colmar st, Mile End, Clothier Dec1l4 Harris, Leadenhall st 

Lona, Cuartes, GreatGrimsby Dec 15 Barker, Great Grim: by 

MEIKLE, Rosert, New Barnet Dec 21 pe Wer & Burn, Moorgate st bldgs 

Mipp.eTon, E.izapets, Leamington Phat» Bec 5° Wright & c. Leamington 

wee ELIzaBETH Magy, ft lg nr Tunbridge Wells Deci3i Lovell & Co, Gray’s 


inn 

PEarRson, Wi: 14M Epwarp, Weymouth ..Dec 16 Townsend & Sons, Swindon 

PowEtL, a Ann, Neweastle. upon Tyne Dec 26 “Wilkinson & Marshall, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

Dengiattiaen Iganet, Sydenham Dec7 Keene & Co, Sesthing In 

Ratouirre, Coagcotre, Chisworth, ~+* Dec7 Chew & Sons, Manchester 

Rowsz, Isaac, 8t Agnes, Cornwall’ Dec 1 k, 

Scott, Anng, Chester 4 Dee 16 Kisby & Co, The Sa » Westminster 

Smitu, CAROLINE, > tans ae on, Derby Nov 21 Whitworth, ottin gham 

Spices, Tuomas, Hil Wycombe Dec9 Reynolds & Sons, High Wycombe 

Tapiin, Bey, High Wycombe, ore Merchant Nov 30 Blies, igh Wyrombe 

Vixcert, SAMUEL, , Norfolk, Cattle Dealer Dec 10 Stevens & & Co Norwich 

Wuunerey, Dororny, Ferafield, ‘Norfolk Dec10 Stevens & Co, Anh a 

Woop, Jauas, Colwyn Bay. , Denbigh Dec 81 Wragge & Co; Birming 

Worrsineton, ABEL, Toustall, Staffs, Pit Fireman eared 89 Holton ‘Stoke upon Treat 


25 Stevens & Co, 














urt Pet Nov3 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Noy. 6 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atoocx, Gzorcr Montaomeny,; Mancliester, Coal Merchant 
’ ’ ’ Dotan, Francis James 
Manchester Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 4 ; 

Awperson, Joun - ALEXANDER, Ardwick, Manchester, ton- Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 


High Court Pet Ji 
Deay, F W, Acock’s 
Pet Sept 19 Ord Nov 3 


: Datrxwater, Joun wetheay Parkgate, nr Rotherham, 
Travelling Draper Manchester Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 2 id Shefficla 


Baaeetr, Pamera Rose, Cardiff, Confectioner Cardiff Yorks, Oycle Agent 


Nov2 Ord Noy 2 
Baker, Faeperice, Hatfield zona, Essex, Grocer 
Chelmsford Pet Noy2 Ord Noy 
Rene James, Dalton ln, Wine Morchact High Court 
‘et Oct 20° Ord Nov 3 
Brcun =e Eccles, Lancs, Baker Salford Pet Oct 


Ord 
Buae, W C, Casewick rd, West Norwood, Builder High 
Court Pet sept 28 Ord Nov 3 


ham Pet No 


Engineer We: 
Gairrix, Sztina, W: 


BorsxHam, Tom Auraep Dupczon, Nottingham, Commercial Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 
Traveller Nottin Pet Nov 4 Ord h Nov 4 Bristo 
Bussy, James Jackson, Carlisle, Hotel Keeper. Carlisle 


Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 
Cammnox, Major G E E G, Lauderdale mans, Portsdown Hosiery Manuf 
caste aite Vale High Osurt Bet June 12 Ord Rov | arainet "Wiessner 

PERFIELD ARRY OMAB, 

| gee od Gt Yarmouth Fey Nov4 Ord No aA we Senne anes Pet Nov 4 
Conan OBN ‘estminster urt . ? 

Pet Sept 12 Ord ey 8 _ Court Pet 


Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 
eae = = Anpenson Bennett, Chorlton com Hardy, 


Oct Nov2 


Samog. pod Handsworth, Grocer Birmingham e founder High eee ‘eae Nov a and 3° 


InLincwortn, TLL 
Halifax 





,» Commission Agent Salford Pet Oct 31 soem, ALFRED 


srertare, 
Novy 4 Ord Noy 








| Davizs,  ORARE A, Ladbroke 
ig 
Davies, Joan Ruyppgerca, Lauderdale rd, Maida Vale | Lecros & Co, Lisle st, 
24 Ord Nov 3 Ord Nov 4 
reen, Birmingham Birmingham Mason, Herpxrt F, Wi 
Stock port Peta Aug 1 
Dix, Bensamin, Saffron Walden, Essex, Builder Cam- 


brid, Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 
7. Coal Dealer Warring- 


Gainpox, Josera Rupe.t, and Roamze: Farsrax Grinpox, | Rosinsox, Joanxn Henry, 
Oil Merchants Bristol Bradfi 


Haus, Witiiam Georez 


In, 
iia Ord. Oot 39 


Pet Nov?’ ag 


more : mating Hill, Stationer ; Kont, Jxaw, ‘Tothill ‘st, ‘Westminster Detanenys Pro- 


Court’ Pet'Nov4 Ori Nov 
8q High Court Pet Oct7 


en Insurance Agent 

ov 3 

Moir, GeorcetTs Ross ManGaner Victoria, Greenwich 
Poole Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 

Moysz, ey Hewat, Love In, Wood st, Milliner High 
Court Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 4 

PARKER, Wie Henry, Moretonhampstead, Devon, 

Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 Smith Exeter Pet Nov3 Ord Nov38 


Nov 3 prietor High Co 


Duy, Groree, a 1 heehee Birming- | Parkinson, Samugt., Gainsborough, Lincs, Painter Lin- 
v8 Ord Nov 


coln Pet Nov2 Ord Nov2 


Esom, Witu1am Henry, Woodstock st, Canning Town, Oil | Raptey, Janez, one Yorks, Rag Merchant Dewsbury 
and Colourman High Court Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 Pet Nov 4 4 
nee, = Hakey Turner, Hunslet, Leeds, Journeyman | Roserts, tad ore. Neath, Glam, Painter Neath 
€ ten We aon, Farrington od ad 6 8o t, Water | Ro +n E be i. kto 
seas teh CHABD rey, gerne a = ists it! Fen ” :canemael Stockton on 
lis Pet Nov4 O : Pet 


rd Nov 3 Nov2 Ord Nov 


rd Noy 4 Tees 
Dorset, Bootmaker Poole Ropers, Honene Davia, nn. Grocer Bangor Pet 
‘ov 


Cieyton, Yorks, Farmer 


et Nov3 Ord Nov3 lord Pet Nov8 ‘Ord Nov 3 


Happow, Cuarites Henry, Hucknall Torkard, ge Szanue, Agrave To.t, B Bristol Pet Nov2 
i ‘acturer’s et Ord Nov 2 danse 


Manager Nottingham P 


Srooxer, Gua a , Printers’ ineer 
Yelverton, Devon, Saddler Birmingham bed Ne Broyboronh Ord Nov 4 _ 
Nov4é “ TuornToy, WILLIAM, Private Hotel. Keeper 
reial Traveller High Scarborough 


Pet Nor 8 On Nov 3 
UnperHiLL, Anprew, Gunnislake, ey Tronmongtt 
Tron- Plymouth Pet Nov 2 -Ord Nov : 
Watts, Witi1am Hewry, Leeds, Teonaiiieen t Leeds 
ord, Austiqnesr Pet Nové Ord Nov 4 ” 
ines, ‘tddihcniper Aberdare | Wanner, James, Swindon, Furniture Dealer Swindon Pet 
j Noy 3 Ord Noy 3 











Yo, and 


ndel st, 


Nov2 
sineer 


eeper 
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Warxins; Cuartes, Watchet, Somerset, Cora Merchant 
Taunton Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 

Wairstsin, Tuomas, Swanage, Dorset, Baker Poole Pet 
Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

Witsox, Witt1am, ennacee. Durham, Painter Durham 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 3 

Woopman, Wittiam, Great James st, Bedford row, Public 
House Broker High Court Pet Jul 10 Ord ‘Oct 22 

Woopwarp, Gsorezs Cuartzs, Stirchley, Worcester, 
Greengrocer Birmingham Pet Noy2 Ord Nov 2 

Amended Notice substituted for that pgbliap ed in the 
London Gazette of Sept 15 

CuamBers, Heyry, Blackburn, Joiner Biackbura Pet Sept 

10 Ord Sept 10 
Amended Notice substituted for that a in the 
London Gazette of Nov 3 

Dawsox, Rates Surra, Old Trafford, Masichaaben; ad 

Case Maker Manchester Pet Ost 2 Ord Oct 3 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Assenson, Joux Atvexanper, Ardwick, Manchester, 

Travelling Draper Nov 14 at 11 Off Ree, Byrom st, 


VEBILL, James, Aberystwyth, ry Fishmonger Nov 

Ave at 12.30 Town hall, Aberystwyth 

Bivp.z, James, Dalston in, Wine ya ER Nov 16 at 12 
Bankruptcy b!dgs, Grey 

Barw, Wien Joun, Lee Staffs, Plumber Nov 19 at 
11,30 Off 


Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfie! 

Buae, WC, Casewick rd, West Norwood, Builder Nov 16 
at 11 ‘Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

CuarrE.Lt, Josepn, Grorce Wit.re Caaprect, and WALTER 
CHAPPELL, Earisheaton, nr Dewsbury, Builders Nov 17 
at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 

CoLiivs, GrorGE Guaries Graystor, Cardiff Nov 16 at 12 

Ree, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Cora, Joux, Ashley gdns, Westminster Nov 17 at 1 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey et 

Davies, CuaRnLes, Ladbroke grove, Notting Hill, Stationer 
Nov 16 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Davies, Ioan Rayppgrcn, Landectale > rd, Maida Vale 
Nov 17at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Ca: 

Dawson, Raurx Surra, Old D Teafterd Manchester, Poking 
Case Maker Noy 17 at 3 Off Ree, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

Dean, Witttam, Chesham, Bucks, Florist Nov 16 at 12 

1, 8t Aldates, Oxford 

om, Gairrita, Aberystwyth, Ironmonger Noy 14 at 
12.15 Town hall, A’ Aberystwyth 

Esom, WILLIAM Henry, oodstock st, Canning Town, Oil 
= Colourman Novy 17 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


ey 

Frocxtroy, Harry Turner, Hunslet, Leeds, Tool Maker 
Nov 16at11 Off Reo, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Crossman, Myzr, Brentford Nov 16 at 12 14, Bedford 


row 

Hasgvow, Bow ane Coventry, Coal Merchant Noy 16 at 11 
Off Ree, 8 , High st, Coven’ 

Hawke, Pair KINGcoME ; Wosen, St Ives, Cornwall, 
Assistant Schoolmaster Nov 14 at 11 Off Ree, 
Boscawen st, Truro 

— —— B, Mincing In, Commercial Traveller Nov 17 

Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

een “‘aamon Row tanp, Bow oc nee op Ironfounder 
Nov 16 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Car Aes 

Howatson, Tuomas Cuar.zs, St Asaph, Flint, Vi 
— Nov 16 at12 Crypt chmbrs, Ba ay row, 


Howszit, Wiiiiam, Wotton under Edge, ~— Draper 
Nov 14 at 12.15 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloceste 

Kee.er, ARTHUR JAMES, Iiford, Builder Nov 18 at 12 14, 
Bedford row 

Moir, Georeetre Rost Marcarket Vicrorta, Greenwich 
Nov 14 at 12.30 Messrs, Curtis & Son's Office, 158, 
Old Christchurch rd, Bournemouth 

Moore, Freperick Hzwey, Worcester, Grocer Nov 16 at 
11 Off Rec, 11, C st, Wi 

Parker, Wituiaw ENRY, Moretonhampstead, Devon, 
Smith Nov 19at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Parkinson, SamvEt, Gain: sborough, Lincs, Painter Nov 19 
at 12.15 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

PoynrTer, Freperick, Great Shelford, Cambridge Nov 14 
at12 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Resp, AxTauR James At: BERT, Drybrook, Glos, , aanats 
Nov 14 at 11.30 Off Rec, Station rd, Glouce 

Roserts, Davip SzeLwyn, Neath, "Painter 5 Nov 14 at 
ll Of Ree, 31, Alexandra rd wansea 








Restupes Jess Hawry, Olayton, Yorks, Farmer Nov 16 at 
Of Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

Reisie RicHagp, Holmes, Rotherham, Yorks, Colliery 

Empi Nov 19 at 12 Of Rec, Figtree In, 


Rorrer, ——— Epwarp, Whitley Bay, Northumberland, 
Insurance I Nov 17 at 3 "On Ree, 3, Manor 


underlan 
Satz, Jouy, North Walsham, Norfolk, Builder’s Clerk 
Nov 14at 1230 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


SHANKLAND, Hamitron, Knaresboro' ugh, bey Nov 14 at 
1d Christchurch 


11.30 Messrs Curtis & Son’s office, 158, O 
rd, Bournemouth 

SUNDERLAND, Jonas, and Wiiiram Itiumcworra, ae 
house, Auctioneers Nov16 at 3 County Court, | 
st, Halifax 

(The notice of First Meeting published in the London 

Gazette of Nov 8, in the matter of Jonas Sunderland, 
is hereby withdrawn.) 

Wieart, Atrrerp. London ae aa Albans, Grocer Nov 
1é6at3 14, Ley hee 

Wixrsuiee, Lovisa, tain Ash, Glam, Fruiterer Nov 
iéatill Off Rec Post Office chmbrs, Pontypridd 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Acock, Grorcz Mortaomery, Hawk Green, Marp'e, 
Coal Merchant Manchester Pet Nov8 Ord Nov3 
ae PAMELA ag Cardiff, Confectioner Cardiff 
et Nov 2 Ord Nov? 

Sine: Ferpreick, Hatfield Peverel, Essex, Grocer 
Chelmsford Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 

Beare, Antaur Jonny, Great Suffolk st. Southwark, Iron- 
monger High Court Pet Sept 9 Ord Nov3 

Burnuam, Tom Atreep Doperon, Nottingham, Com- 
mercial Traveller Nottingham Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 

Bussy, James Jackson, Carlisle, Hotel 
Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

CurppesFigtp, Harry Tomas, Oulton Broad, Suffolk, 
Butcher —— Yarmouth Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 

CLorre-SuitH, Epwarp Arwotp, Westbourne st, Hyde 
Park, Paddington, Physician High Court Pet on 
28 Ord Nov4 

Cotitxs, Groner Cuartes Grayston, Cardiff Cardiff Pet 
Oct6 Ord Nov 4 

Coster, Samurt Bertiz, Handsworth, Grocer Birmingham 
PetNov2 Ord Nov2 

CrowpeEr, —— Bennett, Chorlton cum Hardy, 
~} 7% r , Commission Agent Salford Pet Oct 31 

‘ov 


Daur, Atrraep, North Shields, Solicitor Newcastle on 
Pet Oct 7 Ord aes 

Davies, CHartes, Ladgrov grove, Notting Hill, 
Stationer High Court P Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Dix, Beysamin, Saffron Walden, Essex, Builder Cam- 
bri Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 

Do.ax, yo1s James, Warrington, Coal Dealer War- 
rington Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

Deinkwater, Joun Bareratey, Parkgate, nr Rot erham, 
Cycle Agent Sheffield Pet aah Ord Nov 3 

Esom, Wituiam Hewry, W: st, Canniog Town, Oil 
and Colourman High Court Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 

Fiaxs, Agnwotp, Newcastle on Tyne, Hairdresser New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Oct16 Ord Nov 

Frocxtoy, Harry Tuanes, Hunslet, Leeds, Tool Maker 
Leeds Pet Nov 3 Ord Nov3 

Gairrix, Seviva, W: Dorset, Bootmaker Poole 

Nov4 Ord Nov4 


Cae Rousset, and Staniey Faisrax Grinspon, 
pcr ag Bristol a Nov3 Ord Nov$ 
Saaypan, aoe Welles Per Somerset, Water 

Wells Pet Nov 4 Ord N Nov 4 
or, CHARLES Henry, Hucknall ae Notts, 
Manufacturers’ Manager Nottingham Pet 

Oct 23 Ord Nov8 
Haus, Wititiam Grorcez, Fevers, Devon, Saddler Ply- 
mouth Pet Nov4 Nov 


Keeper Carlisle 


Hawke, Pair Kixecome Waery, St. Ives, Cornwall, 
it Schoolmaster Truro Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 2 
aameeae Wituram, . Bradford, Auctioneer 
Halifax a: Nov 3 Ord Nov 2 
Jonzs, ALFRED, A! (Glam, Innkeeper Aberdare Pet 
Lemay eee,” = Bishopston, Bristol, Lodging H 
Lame, y, Bish ouse Kee 
Bristol Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov . = 
Morr, Georertte Rosz omar Vicrorra, Greenwich, 
am Kent a by Swine + a All 
agkes, Wittiam Heng pstead, Devon, 
Smith Exeter Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 





PaRx1ns0! Gainsborough, Painter Lincoln P 
Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 J 

Raves Tass, Bo Ss, Yorks, Rag Merchant Dewsbury 

Ricuagpson, Water, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet 
Sept 25 Ord Nov 


2 

Roserts, Davip Sziwyy, Neath, Glam, Painter Neath & 
Aberavon Pet Nov2 Ord Noa2 

RosgeTs, Roseret Davies, = dan Grocer Baogor 
Pet 3 Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Rosiwsoy, Jonx Henry, forges Bee Farmer Bradford 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 


Licensed Victualler Bristol Pet 


SETS ses High Court Pet Aug 27 


Gunnislake, Cornwall, Ironmonger 
ot Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 
Wacuoryse, tener, Cheltenham Cheltenham Pet Oct 19 
OV 


Wairs, Caarizs Everns, Sun st, Finsbury High Court 
W. Pe Wi - Tenet, Leeds, Commission Agent Leeds 
AL) ILLIAM RY 
Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 
Furniture Dealer Swindon Pet 


~W ATKINS, Cuamge. Watchet, Somerset, Corn Merchant 
Taunton Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

W8HITFIELD, Bnd Swanage, Dorset, Baker Poole Pet 
Nov4 Ord Nov 4° 


ue at 
Pl 


Wienrt, Atraep, London nr St Albans, 
Grocer St Albans Pet Oct 7° Ord Nov 


Woopwarp, Grores Cuanszs, Stir 
grocer Birmingham Pet Nov 2 Novi? 


London Gagette.—Tuzspar, Nov 10. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ALLEuTon, Cuarg_es Hepuey, Oulton Broad, Suffolk Great 
Yarmouth Pet Oct 22 Ord 7 
ARDEN, — Meole, Shre 
Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 
pit. “ Henny, Pitemoor, Sheffield, Builder 
Sheffield Pet Nové Ord Nov 6 
Aspry, Joszepn Witiiam, Kirkstall, Leeds, Monumenta 
Mason Leeds Pet Nov 5 Ora Nov 5 
Bear ae a) gecesi Wi 
ovS Ord 
‘ BInuinesiey, % 
Pet Nov ‘ov 
Bineuam, Georcrya, Herne Bay Canterbury Pet Nov6é 


Ord Nov 6 
Bincuam, Hewey, Hirst, ee, 
General Dealer Fm I ye d Pet Oct 17 O 
ov 
Bratcang.., Farpericx, Greenwich, Monumental Mason 
Greenwich Pet Nov 5 = 5 
Cant, Jamns, 


Morpeth, umberland, Beerhouse 

Woneinte foam. "Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov5 

CiayTon, James, Agent 
Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 

Commas Tuomas, Halton, nr Leeds, Insurance Agent Leeds 


Nov6é Ord Nové 

Dawes, Henry, Debt Collector Lincoln 
Pet Nov 6. Ord Nov6 

Evans, Joun Penrose, Cardiff, Draper Cardiff - Pet Oct 

26 Ord Nov6é 


Redcross st, pb gh Manu- 
Chancery-in, Engraver 


CHARLES, 
High Court ‘Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 
Hawsey, Rosia 


‘Wandsworth 


Hick 


Jacxsox, Jonn Tuomas 
Bolton PetNovS Ord Nov 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


FUND, LIMITED. 


MOoOORGAT:E SrRaaT, LONDON, 


ESTAGLISHED IN I89I. 


2.0. 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 








8380 Appeals to Quarter sessions have 


vas SEEGIALISTS IN, ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


supervision of er Coperatttn. 


alge 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


on application. 
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louxson. WiLLiam, Cottager’s =. aoe, Lines, Market 
Gardener Great Ord Nov 4 
Jouuirrs, Tom Axprew, fag wd gdns, Baker st 
Hign Court pret Julr 6 Ord Nov 6 
ent = m Fos ae am, @ lam, Haulier Pontypridd 
‘ov 
Manszit, Tuomas, Boulah pl, Bounds Green rd, Wood 
Merchant Edmonton Pet Oct7 Ord Nov 5 
Martruews, Witi14m, Kingsland, Hereford Leominster 


Pet Oct 12 Ord Nov6é 
Moray, x oslo Penydarren, yr ae. Mill Foreman 
4 Brewers’ 


Merth 
P ¥ Pet Notch ‘O Ord N 
ALMER, mst JAMES Guan, 
Chelmsford Pet Nové Ord Nov 6 
Paxcetu, Groncr, Hyde Park, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov 6 
Ord Nov6 
Panes. Cuanizs Feepenicx, es pion, Coal Merchant 
Puan Wines Peantyityl ‘acsteg, : 
m11amM, Nant ion, mr - Glam, 
Cardiff Pet Noy5 Ord Nov5 
El Nicsoxas, Manchester, _ Tobacco Merchant 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 
Puwsnos, Ropert, Sunderland, Butcher Sunderland Pet 
Nov4 st Noy 4 
tS ae av, Brixton hill High Court 
rd Nov 5 
, Coleman st, Auctioneer High Court Pet 
Aug 27 Ord Nov 5 
Surasast, Tuomas, Eldon st, Finsbury, Company Promoter 
Comt Pet July 24 Ord Nov 5 
Tucker, Hersert J — Plymouth, Butcher Plymouth | 
Nov5 Ord Nov5 
Wrxrxsox, Eastwoop, Barnoldswick, ri pome Pro- 
prietor Bradford Pet Nov7 Ord 
Wituiams, Joszrs, Islington green 
High Court Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Apeper, Tsomas +E Bridgwater, 8 Solicitor Nov18 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bri 
, JOsEPE Wrruax, Kirkstall, onl Monumental | 
Mason Nov 18 ut 11.30 Off Ree, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
a 2 yo Hattield Peverel, Essex, Grocer Nov | 
18 at Shirehall, Chelmsford 
Brag, te Winchester, Outfitter Novy 19 at 11 on | 
Ree, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, Southam 
wee James, Eccles, nr Manchester, Baker 
2.30 Off Rec. Byrom st, Manchester 
Biaceam, Hesry, Sirst, me gg Northumberland, 
General Dealer Nov 18 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley 
~~ * Shanna os on Syne 


Greenw: 
Nov 18 at 11.30 132, York 2d, Westmmaster 





Bowpter, Farpericx, Bewdley, Worcester, Fishmonger | 


Nov 18 at 1245 Mr G A Weston, Solicitor, Church st, 
Kidderminster 


Burxuam, Tom Atreep Dcpczox, Not Commercial 


ottingham, 
Fy med Noy 18at1l Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, | 
— James eer oa Hotel Keeper Noy 19 at | 


4, 
Gite GEE e (Major), Lauderdale mans, Portsdown 
rd, Maida Vi Novy 20 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Morpeth, Northumberland, Beerhouse 
Noy i8 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, New- 


, Birmingham 


Halton, nr Leeds, Insurance Agent Nov 


19 at 11 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
Caowons, Axpussox Bux 
che-ter, Commission Agent Nov 19 at 3 Off Rec, 
Byrom st, Manchester 


er 
orks, Cycle Agent N. oer On ye 
on ov 19 at 1 ree 
ne Shiela A 
ar. Hi A, Halford rd, Fulham, Coal Merchant Nov 20 
bidgs, , Carey at 
Gunnin J, & Co, Paper st, Redeross st, Mantle Manu- 
factarers Nov 19 at 11 Bankruptey bidgs, Care y st 
Guayozr, Ricuazp, Farrington Gurney, Somerset, Water 
Nov 18 at i2 Of Bee, 26, Baldwin st, 


Garr, Sztmas, Wareham, Dorset, Bootmaker Nov 18 
at 12.15 Memrs Curtis & fon's Office, 42, Station rd, 


Gaispos, one Does, and eee Paterax Gris- 
pox, Bristol, Merchants Nov 18 at 12.20 Off B 
36, Baldwin xt, Bristol Nes 


Fiswe ‘loth Dealer | 


‘ov 18at | 


ich, Monumental Mason | 


sett, Chorlton cum Hardy, Man- | 


Harrisoy, Joun Avaustus CHARLES ey A ln, 
oe and Artist Nov 23 at 12 Bankruptcy ld gs, 


Sivaee, , BER Jayz, High rd, Streatham, House Far- 
Budge Novy 19 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster 


Semeae Ex1, Cheslyn Hay, nr Walsall, Grocer Nov 18 at 
11.30° Of" rT 3c, Wolverhampton 

Hyam, C & F, & Co, Ludgate hill, Tailors Nov 19 at 2.30 

Bankru bidgs, Carey st 

Ixyzs, Joun Waxxinsuaw, Carlisle, Draper Nov 18 at 11 

, Fisher st, Carlisle 

J ACKSON, Joun Tuomas, Leigh, Lancs, Furniture Dealer 
Nov 19at3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Jo.uirrs, Tom AxpREw, Clarence gate — Baker st Nov 
19at 12 Bankruptcy ae 

JonzEs, Arrese, Aberdare, G 5 al Nov 20 at 
11.15 Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, Pontypridd 

Joxzs, Lewis, tesvath. Glam, Haulier a 18 at 
10.30 Off Rec, Post Office _—. Pont; 

Kae Jos, 8t George, Bristol, Farmer Nov 77 at 11.45 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Kost, Jean, Tothill st Westminster, —_ Proprietor 
Nov 18 at 11 Bankruptcy hoe gn J 

Lams, Exity, Bishopston, Bristo! Lodging House Keeper 
Noy 18 at 11. 15 ‘Om Ree, 26, Baldwin st Bristol 

Lzeros & Co, Leicester sq Nov 18 at 2,30 
Bankruptcy bidgs, jp 

Mines, Tuomas, Longsight, Manchester, Baker Nov 18 at 

Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester. 
eke James, Penydarren, Merthyr Tydfil, Mill Foreman 





| Ni ov 19 at 12 Off Rec, County Court, Towohall, Merthyr 


| Moysr, Louis — Love In. es st, Milliner Nov 18 
| atl Bankru bldgs. 
Nov rtd ys 11.30 Off Rec, 24, 


. Leeds 
PunsHox, Rosert, Sunderland, Butcher Nov19 at 3 Off 
, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 
Sauxpers, Freperick, Chesterfield, Stationer Nov 19 at 
12 Of Ree. 47, Full st, Derby 
| Scucecmnve, Ht F, Josephine ay, Buixton Hill Nov 18 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidge, Carey st 
| om) ye Tox, Bristol, Draper Nov 18 at 12.1 
| ff Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Coleman st, Auctioneer Nov 19 at 11 
| kruptcy bld , Carey st 
te "Tie, Kid srminster, Haulier Novy 18 at 12.30 
zn G A Weston, Solicitor, Church st, Kidderminster 
| Spurr, Roser, Bristol, Lice Victualler Nov 18 at 11 
0 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
| SoTaerst, tno Eldon st, pn rang Comanny Promoter 
Nov 18 at 12 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 
| Taornton, W1iuiam, Scarborough, prastog heme Keeper 
| Nov 18 at4 Off Ree, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 
Towns ey, Treertivs, Hadfield, Derby, Chemist Nov 18 
at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st "Manchester 
Watts, Wituam Hewer, Leeds, Commission Agent 
Nov 18 at11 Off Ree, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
Warp, Greoace Josera Haney, Birmingham, Baker Nov 
20 at 11.30 191, Coporation st, Birmingham 
Warver, James, Swindon, Furniture Dealer Nov 18 at 2 
Off Rec, 38, Regent circus, Swindon 
Wuirtrizip, Taomas, Swanage, Baker Nov 18 at 11 30 
| Mesars Curtis & Son’s Office, 42, Station rd, Poole 
Witerssox, Eastwoop, ldswick, Yorks, Laun 
Proprietor Nov 20 at 11 Off Kec, 12, Duke st, Bi 


fox 
gam. Gaye Dealer Nov 20 


Wits, Joszpa, Isli 
at12 Bankruptcy b 

Woopmas, Wiit1am, Great hewn’ Bedford row, Pablic 
House Broker Nov 18 at 1 Bankruptcy bidga, Carey 


st 


| PaRcgLt, me 


Sarrrinio, A 


Woopwagp, Grorce Cuarzes, Stirchley, Worcester Green- 
pg Nov 19 at 11.30 191, Corporation st, Birming- 
am 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Asprrsos, Joux A.exanper, Ardwick, Manchester, 
Travelling Draper Manchester Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 5 

Agpes, ry Meole, Shrewsbury, Grocer Northampton 
Pet Ord Nov 4 

Asper, oe Wittsam, Kirkstall, Leeds, Monumental 
Mason Leds Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Bear, Bexsamiy, Winchester, Outfitter Winchester Pet 
Nov 5 Ord Nov 5 

Bivpuz, James, Dalston In, Grocer High Court Pet Oct 
2 Ord lov 6 

Biriiesiey, Exwest, Coventry, General Dealer Coventry 
Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov’ 





The Oldest Insurance Office in the World. 


\ 


a s 


Se , PIDELITY GUARANTEE, | including ACCIDENTS TO 





Copsed from Poiey duced i778 


PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
SICKNESS and DISEASE,| and EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY 


BURGLARY, 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, 


| oe OFFICE 


lasurances effected against the roliowing risks :— 


FIRE. 
WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION 


DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 
W.c. 


A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 


FUNDS IN HAND 


£2,764,234. 





ae »Jamen, Beslan, , Lancs, Baker Salford Pet Oct 
Nov 

Birtcoune..t, Faepsricx, Greenwich, Monumental Mason 
Greenwich Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 5 

Buaa, — Cuagces, Casewick ri, West Norwood, 
Builder High Court Pet Sept 26 Ord Nov 5 

Northumberland, Beerhouse Man: 

ager on Tyne Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 5 

Ciaytoy, James, Thelwall, Chester, Commission Agent 

arrington Pet Nové Ord Nové 

Cone oO — iley gains, Westminster High Court Pet 


CowEL.t, Tuomas, Halton, | ae Insurance Agent 
Leeds Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 

Dawes, Hensy, a= Sasvadh, ‘Debt Collector Lincoln 
Pet Nov 6 v 6 

Fraser, Josern, Blackburn, Tailor Blackburn Pet Oct 13 
Ord Nov 5 


GgERTz, Cant Sven, Bes Bartlett’s bldgs, Holborn circus, 
Manufacturer Pet Oct 19 Ord Nové 

Harrison, Jonn i # Ouanune, Chancery In, Engraver 
High Court Pet Nov6é Ord Nové6 

Hicks, Ropert, Metheringham, Lincs, Wheelwright Lin. 
coin Pet Nov6é Ord Nov6é 

Hosss, Witiiam, Streatham High rd, Streatham Wands- 
yvorth PetSept25 Ord Nové 

Howssir, Frepsrick Joun, Pi eee, General Dealer 
Plymouth Pet Nov5 — ov5 

Jackxsox, Joun THomas, , Lanes, Furniture Dealer 
Bolton Pet Nov5 Ord fe 5 

Jounsoy, WILLIAM, Laceby, Lincs, Market Gardener 
Great Grimsby Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

Jonxs, Lewis, Pontygwaith, Glam, Haulier Pontypridd 
Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 ; 

Kost, yn , Tothill st, Westminst testi 
Hig! 


Cant, James, 





ant Proprietor 
Court Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 6 
Lyon, Tce, Bishopsgate st “wes Watch Importer 
High Court Pet Oct1 Ord N 
Mason, Hersert FReperick, Withington, Lancs, Insur- 
ance Agent Stockport Pet Augil Ord Nové 
Me.ven, Geoscr WILLIAM, City rd, Lwaengon, Engineer 
Court Pet Oct2 Ord Nov 
Mornay, James, Penydarren, Mer th “rvaal, Mill Foreman 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Nov 5 O v5 
PALMER, Rexsse James, High Ongar, a, = Brewers’ 
Manager Chelmstord Pet Nov 6 § Ord Ni 
Patmer, Montrose App1sox, Martock, aaa Printer 
Yeovil Pet Oct 20 Ord Nové 
Parcrtt, Georcr, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov6 Ord Nové 
PiumMer, WiLLiaM, Nantyffylion, nr Maesteg, Glam, Col- 
lier Cardiff Pet Nov5 Ord Novi 
PRocopipEs, (Bees Manchester, Tobacco Merchant 
ester Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 7 
Punsuow, Rosert, Sunderland, Butcher Sunderland Pet 
nore ova Biominahem; Prints’ Resin 
&R, HARLES, JUD, inters eer 
Snot ba Nova Oni Nov 6 
Tucker, Hersert James, Plymouth, Butcher Plymouth 
Pet Nov5 O.d Nov 5 
Waup, Wiutam Henry, Ridgway gdns, Wimbledon 
Kingston, Surrey Pet June 16 Ord Nov3 
Wersstrer, Taomas, Norman Foruercitt Wesster, and 
Currorp Wesster, Ackworth, Yorks, Quarry Owners 
Wakefield Pet Oct7 Ord Nov 5 
Witxixsos, Eastwoop, Barnoldswick, Foi, Laundry 
Proprietor Bradford Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 
Witirams, Josern, Islington green, Carpet Dealer High 
Court Pet Nov6é O:d Nov6é 
Wisow, Wit114mM, Spennymoor, Durham, Painter Durham 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 4 


| Bee eed { SOLICITOR, shortly retiring, 
desires to strongly recommend his trustworthy and 
experienced Conveyancing and General Managing Ulerk, 
who has omves him = and zealously for over ten 
years.—Fulless particu on application to Leo, 
** Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.0, 


OLICITOR (28), M.A.Camb,, desires to 

Parchase @& small Conveyancing Partnership 

in the country, or would take a Olerkship with e 

view to Partnership.— Apply to X., care of Frosr, 5, 
High-street, Wimbledon. 











AW PRACTICE.—To Solicitors.—Excep- 
tional opportunity offered to Solicitor for obtaining 
Practice for £1,260 ia Native Ter itories, South Africa; 
advertiser anxious to return home only reason for dis- 
posing.— Addr Box 338, ‘Solicitors’ Journal and 
Weekly Reporter” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C, 


URTHER ARTICLES.—Articled Clerk 

will give services during fifth year for seat in 

London Office where he can see contentious and general 
practice.—Wtwert, care of Brexerr & Co., Ipswich. 








ORTGAGES.—The following sums are 
LVI available: 2500, £250, £760, £1,000, £1,200, £1,600, 
£5,000, and £3,500 at 44 per cent. to 5 per cent., according 
to security.—Appl to tie Surveyors to the Funds, 
Axvruusz Atpurpes & Co., F.A.1., @ Surrey-street, Strand. 
*Phone, 4729 Gerrard. 


q REEHOLD GROUND-BENT of £30, 
secured on Five well-established Shops, let on lense 

and agreements at £153 per annum; price 234 years 

Pickler for quick sale,—Owsss, 12, The icnne, 








MALL OFFICE (Furnished) to Let > 
So Outer ae Domains suit Solicitor or others req 

address; use of telephone,—Apply G, ie Outer 
Temple, W.o, 
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